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ABSTRACT 
The APA Code of Ethics explicitly prohibits psychology educators and students 
from engaging in sexual relationships with each other. Such relationships can cause 
emotional and physical turmoil for the participants involved, the department, the 
university, and the entire field of psychology. The purpose of the current study was to 
add to the existing knowledge of sexual contacts and advances between psychology 
students and educators. In contrast to previous studies, the current study involved a 
survey of a random sample of current APA Student Affiliates (N = 1053) rather than 
sampling a population who had already completed their education. A useable response 
rate of 44% was achieved.  
The participants were asked to indicate their involvement in and impact of any 
sexual contact or advances with their psychology educators. Participants were also asked 
to indicate any knowledge of such contacts occurring in their department, provide 
information related to their beliefs about the ethicality of such contacts, and rate the 
adequacy of their training in addressing sexual misconduct.  
Among the significant findings was that almost 8.5% of the respondents indicated 
they experienced a sexual advance and 2% admitted they engaged in a sexual contact 
with a psychology educator. As with similar studies, women were more likely than men 
to be involved in a sexual contact or advance with a psychology educator. Interestingly, 
those students who engaged in a sexual contact or advance reported having significantly 
more ethics training than those respondents who did not engage in such behaviors. 
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Although only a small number of respondents indicated they were personally 
involved in such behaviors, almost 25% of the respondents reported they had first-hand 
knowledge of a sexual contact or advance occurring within their department. Alarmingly, 
53% of the respondents said they would not feel safe in pursuing any type of action even 
if they knew of such behaviors occurring.  Finally, most respondents felt it was highly 
inappropriate for psychology educators and students to engage in a sexual contact during 
a working relationship. However, the percentages dropped significantly when the 
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Psychology educators are responsible for teaching their students the knowledge 
and skills necessary for a successful career in their field as well as for providing a 
positive, safe, learning environment. In doing so, students and psychology educators 
work closely together and can engage in a number of different types of relationships 
including being research partners, committee members, teaching and research assistants, 
or the more commonly thought of teacher-student, supervisor-supervisee roles. In these 
relationships, psychology educators take on different roles including teacher, mentor, 
supervisor, evaluator, and facilitator (Vasquez, 1992). With the number of different and 
often unavoidable and conflicting roles and responsibilities that both graduate students 
and psychology educators have in higher education, it is not surprising that multiple 
relationships can develop (Bernard & Goodyear, 1992; Bowman, Hatley, & Bowman, 
1995).   
According to the American Psychological Association’s (APA) ethical standard 
3.05 (APA, 2002), multiple relationships occur: 
…when a psychologist is in a professional role with a person and (1) at the same  
time is in another role with the same person, (2) at the same time is in a 
relationship with a person closely associated with or related to the person with 
whom the psychologist has the professional relationship, or (3) promises to enter 
into another relationship in the future with the person or a person closely 
associated with or related to the person (p. 1065).  
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Multiple relationships can be concurrent, occurring during the professional 
relationship, or consecutive, occurring after the professional relationship (Sonne, 1994). 
Not all multiple relationships are unethical and, in fact, many are unavoidable. The APA 
ethical Standard 3.05 (APA, 2002) states that psychologists should refrain from entering 
into multiple relationships if it “could reasonably be expected to impair the 
psychologist’s objectivity, competence, or effectiveness in performing his or her 
functions as a psychologist, or otherwise risks exploitation or harm to the person with 
whom the professional relationship exists” (p. 1065).  
Multiple relationships can be of a sexual or a nonsexual nature. Many nonsexual 
multiple relationships can be unavoidable and have been found to occur more frequently 
than sexual boundary violations (Lamb & Catanzaro, 1998; Pope, Tabachnick, & Keith-
Spiegel, 1987). Burian and Slimp (2000) state that “no matter how benign or what the 
beneficial intent, entering into social relationships with trainees makes it easier to enter 
into other types . . . that represent greater boundary violations and hold greater potential 
for harm” (p. 333). Further, Kitchener (1988) contends that all multiple relationships 
have the potential to be harmful, especially the greater the power differential that exists 
(perceived or actual) and the less clear the role expectations.  
Although they occur less frequently than nonsexual relationships, romantic and 
sexual relationships are “the most powerful, the most frequently discussed, and often the 
most potentially damaging activities that can occur in a professional context” (Koocher & 
Keith-Spiegel, 1998, p. 201). According to the APA Ethics Committee (2003), sexual 
misconduct is the largest category of underlying unethical behavior that results in 
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termination from APA. This research attempts to further explore the incidence and 
variables involved in sexual relationships between psychology educators and students and 
attempts to assess several aspects of ethics training as reported by current psychology 
students.  
Statement of the Problem  
One of the most fundamental ethical obligations of mental health professionals is 
to not harm those served by the profession (Beauchamp & Childress, 1989; Kitchener, 
1984), including students of psychology. Membership in APA dictates adherence to the 
APA Code of Ethics (APA, 2002), and the code is quite clear in prohibiting sexual 
relationships between psychologists and their students. Ethical Standard 7.07 states that 
“psychologists do not engage in sexual relationships with students or supervisees who are 
in their department, agency, or training center or over whom psychologists have or are 
likely to have evaluative authority” (p. 1069). Further, Standard 3.02 prohibits sexual 
harassment and Standard 3.08 prohibits psychologists from exploiting other people. Even 
with these ethical standards in place, the literature shows that sexual contacts and 
advances are occurring between psychologists and their students, as will be reviewed in 
Chapter 2.  
Unethical multiple relationships in academia can develop in different ways. For 
example, students may be attracted to their psychology educators and may desire a 
consensual relationship. Students may seek such a relationship because of natural 
attraction, to seek gratification sexually, emotionally, or physically, or to feel special or 
powerful (Slimp & Burian, 1994). A power differential inherently exists between 
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psychology educators and their graduate students. Psychology educators hold power over 
students in that they are often responsible for evaluating students and, as a result, are very 
influential in the success or failure of a student. Thus, some researchers question how a 
student can give consent to someone who has power (or perceived power) and authority 
over him/her (Quatrella & Wentworth, 1995; Sullivan & Ogloff, 1998).  
Even if one believes that a student and a psychology educator could consensually 
enter into a sexual relationship, Bartell and Rubin (1990) state that “mutuality is not a 
license of unethical behavior” (p. 445). Students may also be attracted to their 
psychology educators’ prestige and knowledge and may be willing to engage in activities 
that they believe will make their psychology educators happy. Thus, psychology 
educators can use their academic position to manipulate or intimidate their students into 
unethical situations.  
Ellis (1992) contends “the success of a graduate education depends on a student-
faculty relationship based on integrity, trust, and support” (p. 575). However, if 
psychology educators abuse their power, trust, influence, and knowledge, conflicts of 
interest and unethical behaviors will arise.  Students may then enter into unethical 
relationships with their psychology educators for fear of retaliation, risk to their career, or 
negative evaluation.  
To some, the graduate student-psychology educator relationships at first may 
seem more acceptable than relationships between undergraduate students and their 
psychology educators because of the thought that graduate students would, theoretically, 
be more mature and the age difference between the two would be closer. However, 
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graduate students are really more likely to suffer the fallout and negative consequences 
than undergraduate students. As Schneider (1987) points out, undergraduate students 
could feasibly change classes, courses, and even schools if necessary. Graduate students, 
on the other hand, cannot risk alienating their teachers/supervisors because they are 
dependent on them for grades, letters of recommendations, etc., and cannot easily change 
classes or schools. 
Kitchener (1988) contends that expectations for both parties change when 
psychology educators and students are involved in multiple relationships. When 
expectations change and become incompatible, the risk of harm increases to all of the 
parties involved.  Further, the potential loss of objectivity has been shown to increase as 
roles diverge and, as power and prestige increase, so does the potential for exploitation. 
Thus, psychology educators have the potential to engage in multiple relationships with 
their students or supervisees. By doing so, they jeopardize many of the principles set 
forth by APA and are susceptible to the consequences of such actions.  
The consequences of such contacts can be extremely damaging to the psychology 
educators, students, and the programs in general. Psychology educators and students can 
both suffer great emotional fallout if the relationship ends and can feel grief, 
embarrassment, rage, and guilt that can lead to impairment in personal and professional 
functioning. Students can also lose their objectivity and may feel exploited, confused, 
rejected, and abandoned (Koocher & Keith-Spiegel, 1998). Psychology educators can 
also lose their objectivity, may not keep the student’s training needs in mind, and may 
lessen requirements and/or challenges for the student (Slimp & Burian, 1994). 
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Additionally, in the case of a supervisor/supervisee relationship, both the supervisee and 
his/her supervisor may avoid addressing ethical issues with each other or with other 
supervisors, supervisees, and staff because of the fear of eliciting undesired reactions 
from the others involved (Pope, Keith-Spiegel, & Tabachnick, 1986; Pope, Schover, & 
Levenson, 1980; Slimp & Burian, 1994). 
In academia, psychology educators are around more people and thus may be more 
open to exposure than those in other settings. Other people, who have observed the 
psychology educator’s behaviors and can corroborate the psychology educator’s 
demeanor and activities, often surround the victims. This can make it easier for the 
psychology educator to lose the respect of his/her students and peers and perhaps even 
his/her job and career. Additionally, in a university setting, there should be means readily 
available for students and psychology educators to address such an issue. The programs 
themselves can be scarred with scandal and may lose quality students and faculty who 
may choose not to be a part of such a program. Also, the public’s view of psychology 
may be damaged when news breaks of unethical violations occurring in academia.  
Even if there is a “successful” sexual relationship between a student and a 
psychology educator, problems can still arise. Students may question how the psychology 
educator could fairly and accurately evaluate his/her student with whom such a 
relationship exists. Modeling such behaviors could also teach students that it is 
“acceptable to gratify ones own needs with minimal regard for maintaining objectivity 
and clarity in professional relationships with those over whom they have substantial 
power, influence, and responsibility” (Koocher & Keith-Spiegel, 1998, p. 227).  
 
 - 7 - 
Rest (1983) says that one reason people choose to act morally is because others 
have modeled acting that way; thus, the converse may also be true and psychology 
educators may be modeling unethical behavior to their students. In fact, Pope, Levinson, 
and Schover (1979) found that 23% of the women who reported having had sex with a 
psychology educator during their training later had sex with a client or student once they 
had graduated. This is in contrast to the 6% of women who didn’t have sex with a 
psychology educator during their training who admitted to having sex with a client or 
student after their formal education. Not only can psychology educators model 
inappropriate sexual behaviors, but they can also model avoiding such issues by denying 
or refusing to address ethical concerns. In short, modeling has a profound effect on 
students (Kitchener, 1992). 
 Some researchers suggest that the first line of preventing unethical sexual 
relationships in academia (and in clinical work) is competent ethical training (Koocher & 
Keith-Spiegel, 1998). However, according to past research, most psychologists and social 
workers report they received either no training or less than adequate training on 
identifying and coping with sexual feelings (Bernsen, Tabachnick, & Pope, 1994; Pope, 
2000; Pope, Keith-Spiegel, & Tabachnick, 1986).  In another study, Housman and Stake 
(1999) found that 7% of the students in their study did not know sex with a client was 
prohibited and, even with training, students did not automatically develop an adequate 
understanding of the ethical principles (Borys & Pope, 1989). 
In order to better educate and train psychologists in the area of multiple 
relationships, Bowman, Hatley, and Bowman (1995) state that additional research is 
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needed and that “the focus should be expanded to include more student input, because 
mentoring, friendship, and social interactions often have a profound influence on a 
student’s overall graduate training experience” (p. 240).  Housman and Stake (1999) also 
suggest that the field “must gain information on student’s comfort and satisfaction with 
their sexual ethics training and their understanding of ethical principles” (p. 247). Other 
researchers add that future research should address the accuracy of the information on the 
incidence of sexual intimacies, the interventions that are remedial and preventative, and 
the exact nature of sexual advances (Bartell & Rubin, 1990).  
Purpose of the Study 
The present study examined the literature and has built upon past research and 
recommendations in the area of sexual relationships among students and psychology 
educators in the field of psychology. There have not been any studies investigating the 
incidence of sexual contacts and advances in psychology since the new APA Ethics Code 
specifically forbid such behaviors. Therefore, one purpose of this study was to gain an 
up-to-date assessment of the degree to which sexual contacts and advances are occurring 
among current American Psychological Association Psychology of Graduate Students 
(APAGS) members and psychology educators. Data concerning when and with whom the 
contacts and advances are occurring were also collected. Although it may be too early to 
assess any effect of the new code on behaviors, the attention that the topic has received in 
the past few years-- in training, research, and press-- all may have had an impact on the 
incidence of such behaviors. 
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Additionally, this study explored the beliefs of current students regarding the 
appropriateness of sexual contacts. Participants were also asked to indicate their beliefs 
about the amount and adequacy of their ethics training regarding unethical sexual 
contacts and advances among students and educators in psychology. Although the current 
APA Ethics Code forbids sexual contacts and advances, identifying and exploring the 
beliefs of students regarding such behaviors will provide further information on how to 
better approach addressing and teaching ethical compliance. 
Finally, this study’s aim was to explore if students would feel safe addressing or 
reporting sexual contacts and advances if they knew of such behaviors occurring within 
their program. Past research has shown that psychology students and practitioners often 
will do less than what they think they should do when it comes to ethical decision-
making. By soliciting data about how students feel about addressing such unethical 
behaviors and information about what they would do in such a situation, academia can be 
better informed about how to better teach, address, and provide a safe avenue for students 
and faculty to help strengthen psychology’s reputation. The overall results from this 
study will be used to better understand the different variables involved in sexual 
relationships and advances, training, and perceptions of ethical and unethical 
relationships. The results can also be used to guide other research in the prevention, 
training, and reporting of unethical sexual relationships between psychology educators 
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Research Questions 
This research study was designed to answer the following five research questions: 
1. Are sexual contacts and advances occurring between psychology educators and 
students and to what extent? 
2. How do participants perceive the appropriateness of sexual contacts before, 
during, and after professional relationships? 
3. Will participants say they will engage in a sexual contact with a psychology 
educator if no one would find out? 
4. If participants know first-hand of a sexual contact occurring between a 
psychology educator and another student, do those participants believe their ethics 
training was adequate in addressing the ethicality of such contacts and in 
providing a model of decision making regarding sexual contacts and advances? 
5. If participants know of an inappropriate sexual contact occurring between a 
psychology educator and another student, will the participants feel safe to pursue 
appropriate actions?  
Significance of the Study 
There has not been a study published in the last several years that addressed 
sexual contacts and advances among psychology educators and students. Therefore, this 
study adds current findings to the existing body of literature. Research must continue on 
this topic for several reasons. First, the field of psychology requires trust to be a credible 
profession. This trust must exist between the profession and the public, between the 
counselor and the client, between the psychology educator and the student, and so on. 
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Trust cannot be established and maintained when forms of unethical behaviors are 
occurring. Second, if our psychology educators are engaging in sexual misconduct with 
students, how can we expect our students to be ethical? The field may need to re-examine 
its teaching methods and perhaps even overhaul the methods, quantity, and quality of 
ethics training in APA accredited programs.  
Additionally, if students already perceive their ethics training to be adequate and 
know sexual relations with psychology educators are unethical yet are still engaging in 
these sexual unethical behaviors, does the field need to look closer at virtue ethics of 
future students? Should we consider having an outside governing agent or perhaps hand 
down harsher penalties for violating the Code of Ethics? Finally, the profession and 
educational programs may need to continue to help establish clearer, safer avenues for 
students to take when they feel unethical issues are occurring in their department. Results 
from this study can increase the awareness of the problem and may provide information 
relevant to enhancing training in ethics. 
Chapter 2 presents a thorough review of the relevant literature on sexual contacts 
and advances among psychology students and psychology educators. Included in the 
review are studies from several closely related mental health fields. The limitations and 
implications of these research findings are also discussed. Chapter 3 outlines the specific 
methods and procedures that were used in this study. A thorough description of all the 
materials and the development of the survey instrument are provided. The results of the 
study are presented in Chapter 4 along with frequency distributions and other descriptive 
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data. Finally, Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the findings and includes the limitations 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This literature review consists of four main sections. The first section reports on 
the incidence of sexual contacts and advances among psychology educators and students, 
and it differentiates with whom the contacts and advances occurred. The second section is 
a review of the beliefs and attitudes of graduate students and psychology educators about 
the ethicality, coercion involved, and the benefit of sexual contacts and advances. The 
third section reports past research on the extent of ethics training in sexual contacts and 
advances and on the methods students and psychology educators have used in handling 
and reporting such behaviors. The final section summarizes the past research and 
identifies the implications that set the course for the current study. 
Included in the review are peer-reviewed, published studies where the researchers 
surveyed APA members as well as several studies where the researchers surveyed 
American Counseling Association, American Mental Health Counselors Association, and 
Association for Counselor Education and Supervision members. Although the researchers 
in several of these studies surveyed a different sample than the current study, they are 
included in this review because they used similar methods and inquired about similar 
beliefs and behaviors in a similar field.  
Incidence of Sexual Contacts and Advances 
 There are a number of studies that have assessed the incidence of sexual contacts 
and advances in psychology and counseling training. The first of such studies was 
conducted by Pope, Levenson, and Schover (1979). Pope et al. surveyed 1000 doctoral-
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level APA members of Division 29 (Psychotherapy). After a pilot test and critical 
evaluation from peers, the survey used was one page in length and solicited 
demographics and information about sexual contacts (defined as intercourse or genital 
stimulation). The participants were asked questions about their sexual contacts with 
psychology teachers, administrators, or supervisors while they were graduate students 
and about their sexual contacts with students or clients while they were in a professional 
role (e.g., psychology teacher, administrator, supervisor, or psychotherapist).  
 The surveys were mailed with a cover letter, postage paid envelope, and a 
postcard for the respondents to return if they desired a copy of the results and summary of 
the study. None of the materials was coded nor did the researchers solicit any names as 
the anonymity of responses was of great importance due to the sensitivity and nature of 
the study. The materials were mailed from one city, returned to a second city when 
completed, and the postcards, if returned, were sent to a third city. These steps were all 
taken to ensure that the researchers who received and read the surveys did not see either 
the postcards or the original selection mailing list and vice versa and prevented 
identification through handwriting, postmarks, or simultaneous reception of the 
completed survey and the postcard. 
 Of the 1000 surveys that were mailed, 28 were returned “undeliverable.” A total 
of 512 surveys were completed and returned. Thirty-one surveys were returned too late to 
be used in the final analysis, so the researchers attained a 48% useable return rate (n = 
481). The final sample consisted of 245 males and 220 females (16 did not indicate a 
gender) of which 78% indicated they were trained in clinical psychology and received 
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their doctorates an average of 13.6 years prior to the study. Almost one-third of the 
respondents wrote additional detailed comments to the researchers. 
 Pope et al. found that slightly less than 10% of their sample reported having had a 
sexual contact with a psychology educator while they were a graduate student. The 
results were significant by gender as only 3% of males indicated a sexual contact while 
almost 17% of females reported a sexual contact (x² (1) = 23.61, p < .0001). Additionally, 
there was a significant effect by recency of degree as almost three times the number of 
recent graduates (6 years or less) had a sexual contact compared to those who received 
their degrees 7-10 years ago, 11-20 years ago, and over 21 year ago (x² (3) = 11.77, p < 
.01). For recent female graduates (6 years ago or less), almost 25% indicated they had a 
sexual contact with a psychology educator compared to only 5% of those females who 
received their degrees over 21 years ago. 
 Pope et al. also inquired about the nature of the sexual contacts. Of the females 
who had a sexual contact with a psychology educator, 75% indicated they had a sexual 
contact with a teacher and 47% with a clinical supervisor. For the males who reported a 
contact, 86% indicated having had a sexual contact with a clinical supervisor and 29% 
with a teacher. Other results of the study included that 19% of the male psychology 
educators admitted having sex with a student compared to 8% of the female psychology 
educators. Thus, women were more likely to report having a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator while a graduate student (x² (1) = 23.61, p < .0001), but men were 
more likely to report having a sexual contact with a graduate student while they were a 
psychology educator (p < .0001).  
 
 - 16 - 
Finally, 23% of the females who indicated a sexual contact with an psychology 
educator while a student reported they had sex with a client, supervisee, or student later 
when they were professionals compared to only 6% of those females who did not indicate 
having had a sexual contact with an psychology educator while a student (x² (1) = 6.25, p 
< .01). Pope et al. made several recommendations, some of which included that the field 
must acknowledge that sexual contacts between psychology students and psychology 
educators occur and that future research should investigate how engaging or refusing to 
engage in such behaviors affects the personal lives or future careers of those involved.  
In a survey of female APA members randomly selected from the 1978 APA 
Membership Directory, Robinson and Reid (1985) attained 287 useable surveys for a 
30% return rate. Robinson and Reid’s 75-item questionnaire was similar to the one used 
by Pope et al. (1979) and inquired about sexual harassment experiences while a graduate 
student and as a professional. The behaviors of sexual harassment were categorized into 
either seductions or contacts. Sexual seductions were not concretely defined, so the 
respondents had some freedom in determining if they had experienced this type of 
harassment. However, sexual contacts were defined for the respondents as intercourse or 
genital stimulation.   
 The questionnaires were mailed to potential participants with a cover letter and a 
stamped envelope. The returned questionnaires were returned to the University of 
Tennessee at Chattanooga and then forwarded to DePaul University. This was done to 
ensure that the researchers who analyzed the questionnaires could not identify the 
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respondents by the postmark. A follow-up was conducted one month after the original 
mailing via a postcard to solicit further participants. 
 A majority of the respondents held a PhD (95%) and were white (96.6%), and the 
most frequently identified specialty area was clinical psychology (35.4%). Of the 287 
respondents, 48.1% indicated they experienced some type of sexual seduction while they 
were a graduate student. The most cited forms of seduction were flirting (73%), joking 
(70%), and excessive attention (65%). Most of the seductions were from teachers (86%) 
followed by supervisors (49.6%) and administrators (27.3%). Another 32.8% reported 
experiencing a sexual seduction as an employee, with joking accounting for 70% of those 
behaviors. Respondents indicated the seductions came primarily from their supervisors 
(48.8%) and other administrators (44%). 
When it came to sexual contacts with a psychology educator, 13.6% of the sample 
admitted to engaging in the behavior, primarily with teachers (76%) and supervisors 
(38%). Seven percent of the females stated they had a sexual contact while they were an 
employee. Most occurred with a senior level faculty member (56.5%), supervisor 
(21.7%), or supervisee (21%). Finally, of the respondents who reported a sexual contact 
or advance, 69% said it was initiated by the person in the position of power (teacher or 
supervisor). To help alleviate the problem of sexual harassment in academia, Robinson 
and Reid recommended sexual harassment education for both students and faculty.   
Glaser and Thorpe (1986) conducted a similar study of female, doctoral level 
APA members of Division 12 (Clinical) in the United States and Canada. Only female 
members were surveyed due to the Pope et al. (1979) study that showed that females 
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were much more likely than males to engage in sexual relationships with their 
psychology educators. A questionnaire, cover letter, and return envelope were mailed to 
1,047 potential participants. Returned questionnaires were separated from the envelopes 
and then the envelopes were destroyed to prevent identification of subjects through 
postmarks. The questionnaire was four pages in length and solicited a variety of 
information including the respondents’ actual experiences with sexual contacts (defined 
as sexual intercourse or direct genital stimulation) with their psychology educators and 
their experiences with sexual advances, overtures, or propositions with their psychology 
educators.  
 Glaser and Thorpe were able to attain a useable return rate of 44% over a 10-week 
period. Results showed that 17% (n = 80) of respondents indicated they had a sexual 
contact with one or more psychology educator while in graduate training. Seventy-two 
contacts occurred prior to or during a working relationship and forty-five not during a 
working relationship. Sixty-nine percent of the eighty respondents who had sex with a 
psychology educator indicated they had only one contact. The distribution of the contacts 
were fairly even, with 33% occurring with a research/academic advisor, 27% with a 
clinical supervisor, 25% with a course instructor, and 15% with “other” psychology 
educators.  
 Regarding sexual advances, 144 (31%) respondents reported having experienced a 
sexual advance from a psychology educator with 83 (58%) experiencing only one. Of the 
241 advances reported, 198 occurred prior to or during a working relationship with the 
psychology educator and 43 occurred outside a working relationship. Again, the role of 
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the psychology educator involved in the sexual advances with graduate students was 
fairly equal; course instructors initiated in 35% of the total advances reported, 
research/academic advisors initiated 31% of the advances, clinical supervisors initiated 
27% of the advances, and other psychology educators were responsible for 7% of the 
advances reported. However, in both contacts and advances, when Glaser and Thorpe 
looked at the number of different instructors, advisors, and supervisors a student typically 
worked with, the research/academic advisers were disproportionately over-represented in 
terms of the numbers of advances and contacts. Some of Glaser and Thorpe’s 
recommendations included providing education on the topic and assessing that 
educational program for effectiveness and its impact on students.  The authors also stated 
that data collection should continue “on a new generation of trainees” (p. 50).  
 One thousand members of APA Division 29 were surveyed by Pope, Tabachnick, 
and Keith-Spiegel (1987) about their ethical beliefs and behaviors. Questionnaires 
consisting of 83 behaviors were sent to potential participants along with a cover letter and 
a return envelope. The questionnaire asked the participants to respond to a number of 
questions, some of which included indicating how frequently they engaged in the 83 
behaviors. Four hundred fifty six participants returned the survey for a response rate of 
45.6%. The respondents were almost equally split between male and female and 72.4% 
indicated their primary work setting was a private office. When asked about engaging in 
sexual intimacies with a clinical supervisee, 3.4% of the respondents indicated that they 
had engaged in the behavior.  
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After adapting the questionnaire for use with psychology educators, Tabachnick, 
Keith-Spiegel, and Pope (1991) conducted a similar study of 1000 Division 2 (Teaching 
of Psychology) APA members. Of the 482 useable questionnaires (a 48% return rate), 
females represented 53.9% of the sample and almost half of the respondents were 
affiliated with a PhD granting institutions. Just over 10% of the respondents admitted 
becoming sexually involved with a student, with the vast majority of those occurring 
“rarely.” Additionally, 17.8% indicated they had become sexually involved with a student 
only after he/she had completed the course and the grade had been filed. Again, the vast 
majority of those occurred rarely, and there was a significant interaction of sex; men 
(26%) were more likely than females (12%) to indicate becoming sexually involved with 
a student after the course ended (x² (2, n = 465) = 17.13, p < .001). 
 College counseling center professionals were asked about their behaviors with 
their clients and students in a study by Sherry, Teschendorf, Anderson, and Guzman 
(1991). A random sample of 100 counseling centers drawn from the 243-member list of 
the Association of University and College Counseling Center Directors (AUCCD) were 
sent a survey instrument similar to the one used by Pope et al. (1987). The instrument 
was sent along with a cover letter, consent form, and return envelope to the directors 
soliciting participants from their centers. Sixty percent of the centers returned completed 
questionnaires and 137 respondents returned useable surveys. The authors liberally 
estimated their response rate to be approximately 45%. Most respondents were female 
(53%), Anglo (86%), trained in counseling psychology (60%), and held a PhD (30%). 
Approximately 2.6% of the respondents indicated they had rarely become sexually 
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intimate with a student taking a course from them while 97.2% said they never engaged 
in that behavior. The authors recommended that counseling center directors clearly define 
norms for ethical behavior and provide resources for their staff to explore issues of sexual 
attraction.  
 Male members of the American Counseling Association were surveyed about 
their sexual contacts with psychology educators in a study by Thoreson, Shaughnessy, 
Heppner, and Cook (1993). Questionnaires, a cover sheet, and a return envelope were 
mailed to 1000 potential participants randomly selected from the ACA. The authors 
achieved a 36.6% useable response rate after sending a second notice six weeks after the 
first mailing and placing a notice in the Guidepost publication. The sample was 
comprised mainly of White (95%), married (75%), heterosexuals (80%). Sixty-two 
percent held a master’s degree and 35% held doctorates. The majority was trained in 
counseling psychology or counseling (85%) and 58% worked in an educational setting.  
 Participants were given the Male Counselor Development Questionnaire 
(Thoreson, Shaughnessy, Cook, & Moore, 1993) that included questions about their 
sexual contacts with clients, supervisees, and students. These questions were similar to 
those used by Glaser and Thorpe (1986). Once again, sexual contacts were defined by 
intercourse or direct genital stimulation. When asked about sexual contacts with their 
supervisees, 2.5% of the respondents admitted to having a sexual relationship with a 
supervisee during a professional relationship and another 3.9% said a sexual contact 
occurred with a supervisee not during the professional relationship. Regarding sexual 
contacts with their own students, 1.7% said they engaged in such behaviors during a 
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professional relationship and 7.9% said they were involved sexually with a student after 
the professional relationship.  
When the respondents were asked about sexual contacts during their training with 
their own supervisors, 0.8% said they engaged in such behaviors during the professional 
relationship and another 0.8% said they did after the professional relationship. Finally, 
0.3% indicated they had a sexual contact with a teacher during a professional relationship 
while they were in training and another 1.4% did so after the professional relationship. 
One other notable finding was that sexual contact with a client, supervisee, or student was 
correlated with several variables including homosexuality (r = .13, p < .01). 
  A similar study was conducted a few years later, this time with 1000 female 
members of the ACA (Thoreson et al., 1995). The authors used almost identical materials 
and procedures for the study as they did in the earlier study of male ACA members 
(Thoreson et al., 1993), except this time they inquired about the harmful nature of the 
sexual relationships. A 38% useable response rate was attained with the majority of the 
respondents being white (95%), married (65%), exclusively heterosexual (87%), and 
holding a Master’s degree (80%). The distribution of working environment was 
somewhat equal with 29% working in a school setting, 25% in private practice, and 21% 
in a college. 
 Results showed that 0.2% of the respondents engaged in a sexual contact with a 
supervisee and 0% with a student during a professional relationship. Following the 
professional relationship, the rates increased slightly for both categories to 1%. When the 
respondents were asked about sexual contacts while they were in training with their own 
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psychology educators, 2.1% and 1.8% admitted having sexual contact with a supervisor 
and a teacher, respectively, during a professional relationship. Following the professional 
relationships the rates were 1.6% for sexual contact with a supervisor and 1% with a 
teacher. Over 90% of all the contacts reported were with a male supervisor, supervisee, 
student, or teacher.  
When the authors compared these results to their earlier study (Thoreson et al., 
1993) they found that males were significantly more likely to engage in sex when in a 
high power role (therapist, supervisor, and psychology educator) than women during and 
after professional relationships (x² (1, n = 6) = 26.45, p < .01 and x²(1, n = 22) = 10.32, p 
< .01, respectively). Conversely, females were significantly more likely to engage in 
sexual contacts than males when in a low power position as a client, supervisee, or 
student during the professional relationship (x²(1, n = 6) = 26.45, p < .01).  
Another notable finding was that the respondents with doctoral degrees were 
more likely than those with Master’s degrees to engage in a sexual contact when they 
were a student, supervisee, or client during (x²(1, n = 362) = 9.32, p < .01) and after (x²(1, 
n = 362) = 7.38, p < .01) the professional relationship. It is theorized this might be true 
because doctoral students are in the school setting longer than those who earn master’s 
degrees and thus have more opportunities to interact with psychology educators. The idea 
that the doctoral students may be viewed more as equals is another possible explanation. 
The authors concluded that additional training in ethical decision making was needed, as 
well as other preventative, remedial, and educative interventions. Recommendations for 
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future research included assessing not just intercourse among students and psychology 
educators, but other sexual behaviors as well. 
 Miller and Larrabee (1995) conducted a survey of 773 Association for Counselor 
Education and Supervision (ACES) members, randomly selected based on gender and 
region of residence. The instrument used was based on Glaser and Thorpe’s (1986) and 
inquired about the respondents’ experiences of sexual contacts and advances. The authors 
received a 43% useable return rate with an even split of males and females with 51% of 
the sample having master’s degrees and 57% working as either a counselor psychology 
educator or a supervisor.  
 Nineteen (6%) of the respondents indicated having sex with a psychology 
educator during their training with five of the respondents reporting sexual contacts with 
more than one psychology educator. Of the 28 total sexual contacts reported, 15 were 
with course instructors, 8 with clinical supervisors, and 5 with advisors. Sixteen (57%) 
contacts occurred before or during the working relationship and twelve after the 
relationship. Fifty-nine respondents (18%) also reported seventy-four sexual advances 
from their psychology educators with the majority occurring before or during the working 
relationship (87%). Sexual advances were reported coming from course instructors 
(47%), advisors (31%), and clinical supervisors (22%). 
 Hammel, Olkin, and Taube (1996) surveyed 1000 doctoral-level members of 
APA, but this time the sample was drawn from Divisions 12 (Clinical), 17 (Counseling), 
and 29 (Psychotherapy).  The stratified random sample was drawn proportional to the 
size of the divisions and included 600 women and 400 men. Questions were incorporated 
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from the Pope et al. (1979) instrument and the Glaser and Thorpe (1986) instrument and 
formed a 28-item questionnaire soliciting information on the incidence of the 
respondent’s sexual contacts with psychology educators. The questionnaire was mailed 
along with a cover letter, return envelope, and a postcard to return if the respondents 
wanted a copy of the results. The potential participants were given three weeks to return 
the survey. The cover letters were not personalized and the surveys were not coded nor 
were birth dates or ethnic categories solicited to help ensure anonymity. Once the surveys 
were returned the return envelopes were destroyed. A second mailing was sent in an 
attempt to increase the return rate. 
 A 51% useable return rate was achieved with a majority of the sample having 
attended an APA accredited program (83%). Females comprised 52% of the sample. Ten 
percent of the respondents reported having had a sexual contact with a psychology 
educator during their training; 15% of the females and 2% of the males. Eighty-six 
percent of the contacts occurred prior to or during a working relationship and, where the 
gender of the psychology educator was reported, 84% occurred between a female student 
and a male psychology educator. The distribution with whom the contacts occurred was 
36% with a clinical supervisor, 34% with an instructor or psychology educator, and 14% 
with dissertation chairs or committee members.  
The authors determined that the typical male psychology educator who engaged 
in a sexual contact with a student was 40 years old and married while the average age of 
the student was 30 and was single, separated, or divorced. Hammel et al. recommended 
training early in a student’s education and that it should include a model for ethical 
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decision making. The authors also stated that psychology faculty must model appropriate 
behaviors and to do so, should have clearly defined boundaries and guidelines.  
 Psychology educators from APA divisions 12 (Clinical), 16 (School), and 17 
(Counseling) were randomly selected to participate in a study of sexual harassment 
(Rubin, Hampton, & McManus, 1997). Seven hundred-fifty potential participants who 
identified academia as their primary work affiliation were mailed a 26-item questionnaire 
adapted from the ethical questionnaire developed by Pope et al. (1987) and from the 
Faculty Experiences Questionnaire (Fitzgerald, Shullman, Bailey, Richards, Swecker, 
Gold, Ormerod, & Weitzman, 1988). Along with the questionnaire, potential participants 
were sent a cover letter, a demographics form, a return envelope, and a postcard to return 
if they chose not to participate. The postcard asked those who chose not to participate to 
indicate the reason such as “too busy,” “offensive,” or “irrelevant,” and to provide 
demographic information. Ninety-one participants returned the postcard stating they were 
too busy to complete the survey. A follow-up postcard was sent to the nonparticipants 
one month after the initial mailing. 
 Two-hundred-forty surveys were returned for a 32% useable return rate. The 
sample consisted primarily of males (70%) who held doctoral degrees (98%) in clinical 
psychology (54%). As psychology educators, 8.4% of the males and 4.2% of the females 
reported a sexual contact with a student either “rarely” or “sometimes” and 8.4% of 
males and 5.6% of females reported being sexually harassed by a student rarely. Also as 
psychology educators, 15.5% of the males said students have offered a sexual favor for 
some reward, primarily rarely, and 1.4% of females, sometimes. Finally, as students, 
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3.6% of the males said an instructor sexually harassed them at some point in their 
training, as did 27.8% of the female respondents (p < .01).  
The authors found that those respondents who had been touched sexually as a 
student were more likely than those who were not touched as a student to later touch a 
student sexually while in the role of a psychology educator. Sexual harassment, power 
differentials, and boundary education was recommended by the authors as was future 
research narrowing the definition of a student to include different roles.  
 Lamb and Catanzaro (1998) surveyed 1000 doctoral-level APA members who 
spent at least ten hours per week providing mental health services regarding sexual 
boundary violations (SBV) and nonsexual boundary crossings (NSBC). The four-page 
questionnaire was sent to potential participants along with a cover letter and a return 
envelope. Five-hundred-ninety-six surveys were returned for a 60% useable return rate. 
The sample consisted primarily of married (76%), Caucasian (97%), males (52%) who 
worked primarily in private practice (75%).  
Analyses showed that 8% of the sample (n = 50) reported a sexual boundary 
violation as a professional with 82% of the boundary violations (n = 41) reported by 
males and 8% (n = 9) reported by females (x²(1, N = 596) = 19.98, p < .001). Almost 
1.5% (n = 9) of the sample reported having had a sexual boundary violation (a sexual 
relationship) with a supervisee and 1.7% (n = 10) with a student. A majority of the sexual 
boundary violations occurred after the professional relationship had ended. As students, 
6% (n = 36) of the sample reported a sexual boundary violation with a supervisor and 8% 
(n = 47) with a psychology educator. The authors also found that women were more 
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likely than men to have a sexual boundary violation while in the role of a client, 
supervisee or student (x²(1, N = 596) = 51.27, p < .001) as 85% of the sexual boundary 
violations were reported by women. Those respondents who engaged in a sexually 
boundary violation also engaged in significantly more nonsexual boundary crossings than 
those who did not engage in a sexually boundary violation (F(1, 503) = 20.82, p < .001). 
The authors did not find any association between contact as student, supervisee, or client 
and contact with a student supervisee, or client later as a professional. 
In the most recent peer-reviewed, published study of sexual relationships between 
psychology educators and students in mental health, Barnett-Queen and Larrabee (2000) 
surveyed a random sample of 1100 American Mental Health Counselors Association 
(AMHCA) members and 1000 National Association of Social Work (NASW) members. 
The instrument used, Social Experiences in the Training Environment, was adapted from 
Glaser and Thorpe (1986), Miller and Larrabee (1995), and Pope et al. (1979). The 
instrument was field tested with both doctoral and master’s level counselor psychology 
educators and social work students along with various faculty members of two major 
universities. As with all the other instruments reviewed here, there was no reliability or 
validity data available for the instrument.  
The respondents were asked to reflect upon their experiences during their 
master’s training regarding first-hand knowledge of and participation in sexual intimacies 
and advances with psychology educators. Using Dillman’s (1978) Total Design Method, 
Barnett-Queen and Larrabee were able to attain a useable return rate of 53%. The sample 
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consisted primarily of females (64%) who held master’s degrees (83% of the AMHCA 
respondents and 90% of the NASW respondents).  
Barnett-Queen and Larrabee (2000) placed the respondents into four groups based 
on their responses: a sexual contact participants group, a sexual advances only 
participants group, an aware nonparticipants group, or an unaware nonparticipants group. 
Results indicated that 1.8% (n = 20) of the respondents participated in a sexual contact 
with a psychology educator during their masters training. The majority of these were 
reported by females (90%) and all occurred during the working relationship. One female 
reported a same-sex contact. Almost 7% of the respondents reported experiencing a 
sexual advance from a psychology educator. Of those who had experienced a sexual 
advance, 87% (n = 66) were reported by females and 13% (n = 10) were reported by 
males.  
Another 21% of the sample indicated they were aware of a sexual intimacy 
between a psychology educator and a student but were not the student involved. 
Logistical regression showed that the strongest relationship was by the association in that 
the AMHCA members were significantly more likely to be in the “sexual contact 
participants” group, the “sexual advances only participants” group, or the “aware 
nonparticipants” group than NASW members (Odds Ration 4.39, p = .0001, C.I. @ 95% 
= 2.75, 7.02). The authors recommended future research should include an investigation 
of the impact of such behaviors on males even though they are less likely than females to 
engage in such behaviors as students.  
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In summary, various studies have been conducted to assess the incidence of 
sexual contacts and advances between psychology educators and students in psychology 
and related mental health fields. Many of the studies used similar methods and 
instruments with many of the instruments based upon several of the early studies (e.g., 
Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Pope et al., 1979; Pope et al. 1987). Results for contacts have 
ranged from as low as 0% (Thoreson et al., 1995) to as high as 17% (Glaser & Thorpe, 
1986; Pope et al., 1979). Sexual advances or seductions ranged from 3.6% (Rubin et al., 
1997) to 48% (Robinson & Reid, 1985). The exact rate of sexual contacts and advances 
vary greatly upon the gender, role, and status of the working relationship. One note of 
caution in interpreting these results. Return rates for the studies that have been reviewed 
here range from 30% (Robinson & Reid, 1985) to 60% (Lamb & Catanzaro, 1998), so it 
is unknown how representative the results are for the respective populations that were 
sampled. 
Beliefs and Attitudes about Sexual Contacts and Advances 
Many of the studies that were reviewed in the previous section also inquired about 
the beliefs and attitudes of their respondents regarding the ethicality of sexual contacts 
and advances with psychology educators. As with the incidence of such contacts, the 
exact percentages of the respondents who think it is ethical or unethical to have sexual 
contacts with a student depend upon gender and status of the working relationship. Four 
studies did not differentiate rating the contacts before, during, or after the working 
relationship. In the Pope et al. (1987) study of APA Division 29 members, 85.1% stated it 
was “unquestionably not ethical” to engage in sex with a clinical supervisee and another 
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89.5% said it was “poor practice” (Pope, Tabachnick, & Keith-Spiegel, 1988). 
Tabachnick et al. (1991) reported 89% of their APA Divisions 2 respondents believed it 
was unquestionably not ethical to become sexually involved with a student.  
The fourth study, one in which APA division 12, 16, and 17 members were 
surveyed, 81.7% of the males and 89.3% of females said it was unquestionably not 
ethical to have sex with a student and 93.5% of the males and 100% of the females said it 
was unquestionably not ethical for an instructor to sexually harass his/her students (Rubin 
et al., 1997). The authors also found that those respondents who had taken a formal ethics 
course during their training rated student-initiated (p < .01) and faculty-initiated (p < .05) 
personal relationships as unethical more so than those who did not have formal ethics 
class. 
 Two other studies asked their respondents to rate the ethicality of the sexual 
contacts at the time of the contact and at the time of the survey. Thirty-six percent of the 
female, doctoral level APA members of Division 12 stated they felt there were ethical 
problems with the sexual contacts at the time of the behaviors, but that figure jumped up 
to 56% at the time of the survey (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986). Eighty percent said the sexual 
advances they experienced were “somewhat” or “highly” inappropriate at the time of the 
advance and that percentage increased to 95% at the time of the survey. Hammel et al. 
(1996) found similar results in that at the time of the contact, 47% said they thought the 
sexual relationship caused ethical or professional problems. That percentage jumped to 
84% when the respondents rated it how they felt “now” at the time they filled out the 
survey.  
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 Six studies, four of which have previously been described in the section on 
incidence, differentiated the respondents’ beliefs according to the status of the 
working/professional relationship. Among the four studies previously described, 79.5% 
(Glaser & Thorpe, 1986) and 86% (Sherry et al., 1991) rated the behavior “highly 
ethically inappropriate” or “unquestionably unethical” during a professional relationship. 
After the professional relationship had ended, only 25.3% stated the behavior was highly 
ethically inappropriate (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986).  
Regarding sexual contacts and professional misconduct, between 80.1% 
(Thoreson et al., 1993) and 92% (Thoreson et al., 1995) rated the behavior as, “Yes, this 
constitutes professional misconduct” during a professional relationship. The rates were 
much lower when the respondents were asked to rate the behaviors after the professional 
relationship; between 32% (Thoreson et al., 1995) and 50.5% (Thoreson et al., 1993) said 
the behaviors constituted professional misconduct.  
Full-time faculty and graduate students of seventy-four Council for the 
Accreditation of Counseling and Counseling Related Educational Programs (CACREP) 
accredited programs were surveyed on their beliefs about the ethicality of a romantic 
relationship between a professor and a graduate assistant (Bowman et al., 1995). All 78 
CACREP accredited programs were contacted via the CACREP liaison and asked to 
distribute 5 faculty questionnaires and 10 student questionnaires. The questionnaires 
consisted of 7 vignettes and 26 questions.  
One hundred twenty seven faculty and 247 graduate students participated in the 
study. Results showed that 100% of the faculty and 99% of the students said it was 
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unethical for the professor and graduate assistant to engage in a romantic relationship 
while the professor supervised the student in a practicum. After the practicum ended, 
78% of all respondents still rated the behavior as unethical. Only after the student 
graduated from the program did a majority of the respondents (85%) view the 
relationship as ethical.  
 One other study looked at the ethicality of sexual behaviors after a professional 
relationship had ended. Kolbert, Morgan, and Brendel (2002) recruited six faculty 
members and sixteen master’s level students from a professional issues class in a 
counselor education program. The participants were asked to respond to four vignettes 
representing several different multiple relationships (Bowman et al, 1995). Data were 
analyzed qualitatively for recurring words, themes, and patterns. The authors found that 
the students were divided about the appropriateness of a sexual relationship between a 
student and an ex-supervisor while the student was still enrolled in program. Most of the 
faculty members viewed the relationship as ethical, although some said there could still 
be some lingering power differential that could be used to exploit the female student. 
Researchers have also examined the feelings of coercion and the impact of the 
sexual contacts and advances on the students involved. Many have found that the sexual 
contact was viewed as more harmful, as more of a hindrance to the professional 
relationship, and involved more coercion retrospectively than the student thought at the 
time of the contact (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Hammel et al., 1996; Lamb & Catanzaro, 
1998; Miller & Larrabee, 1995). Finally, most respondents viewed sexual contacts with 
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students, supervisees, or clients as harmful or detrimental to either one or both parties 
involved (Pope et al. 1979; Robinson & Reid, 1985; Thoreson et al., 1995). 
 Although there were some differences in opinions among males and females, 
especially when considering whether a contact or advance occurred before, during or 
after the professional relationship and with whom the contact or advance occurred, most 
respondents viewed such behaviors as unethical or poor practice. Additionally, several 
researchers found that such contacts were viewed as harmful, a hindrance to the 
professional relationship, and involving coercion (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Hammel et al., 
1996; Lamb & Catanzaro, 1998; Miller & Larrabee, 1995; Pope et al. 1979; Robinson & 
Reid, 1985; Thoreson et al., 1995). 
When trying to interpret the previously discussed results, one should keep two 
important factors in mind. First, many of the researchers did not give clear, 
operationalized definitions of what they meant by before, during, or after a professional 
relationship. Without such clear definitions, each could mean something different to 
different participants. For example, one person could believe after a professional 
relationship means the student is no longer enrolled in the same program or department of 
the psychology educator, while another person may believe that it means the person may 
still be in the same program or department and may just no longer be enrolled in a class 
of a psychology educator.  
Further, all of these studies were conducted before the APA Code of Conduct was 
revised, adopted, and initiated on June 1, 2003 in which the code specifically outlines and 
prohibits many of the behaviors addressed here. Thus, some beliefs and attitudes (as well 
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as behaviors) may now be different. Future research in this area should include more 
student input because of the profound effect the behaviors may have on their lives and 
ethics education should include teaching students how to handle such ethical violations 
(Bowman et al., 1995; Kolbert et al., 2002). 
Ethics Training  
Although past research shows that sexual relationships between students and 
psychology educators occur, there were no allegations of a dual relationship between a 
student and an psychology educator reported to the APA Ethics Committee in 2002 (APA 
Ethics Committee, 2003). This lack of complaints to the APA Ethics Committee may 
mean that the complaints or concerns are simply resolved at other levels or through other 
agencies. It may also mean that the behaviors are known to be unethical but just are not 
reported or addressed because the students and faculty who have knowledge about them 
occurring do not want to intervene. It may also be indicative that students and psychology 
educators do not know how to intervene or that the students and psychology educators 
just do not know that the behaviors are unethical. It seems that some of these issues could 
be addressed in training APA members about ethical behaviors, dilemmas, and decision-
making.   
Researchers have tried to assess the quantity and quality of ethics training in 
psychology. One of the first such studies surveyed 55 chairpersons of APA-accredited 
clinical psychology training programs (Tymchuck, Drapkin, Ackerman, Major, Coffman, 
& Baum, 1979). Ninety-four percent offered some type of ethical training, either a formal 
class, as part of another class, or through supervision. Of those programs that offered 
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some type of training, 37 (67%) offered a formal course in ethics, 30 of which were 
required. In a survey of 289 terminal master’s programs in psychology, 84 programs 
(29%) offered a formal ethics course, of these, 64 (76%) were required (Handelsman, 
1986). More recent surveys of APA accredited doctoral programs and internship 
programs show that between 98.7% (Samuel & Gorton, 1998) and 100% (Housman & 
Stake, 1999) offered some sort of training related to sexual exploitation (of 
therapist/client) or sexual ethics in general. 
 When researchers directly asked current or former students about their training, 
between 33-58% indicated they did not receive adequate or any graduate-level ethics 
training (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Pope et al, 1986; Rodolfa, Hall, Holms, Davena, 
Komatz, Antunez, & Hall, 1994; Tymchuck, Drapkin, Major-Kingsley, Ackerman, 
Coffman, & Baum, 1982; Wood, Klein, Cross, Lammers, & Elliot, 1985). Further, when 
asked more specifically about sexual ethics training, only 12% stated they had received 
thorough or adequate training involving sexual involvement with a psychology educator 
(Glaser & Thorpe, 1986) and between 51-91% said their graduate training in sexual 
ethics was inadequate (Pope & Feldman-Summers, 1992; Pope et al., 1986; Pope & 
Tabachnick, 1993). On a more positive note, other researchers have found that between 
86-99% of the mental health/psychology students and graduates were familiar with 
ethical standards in their fields (Hammel et al., 1996; Tymchuck et al., 1982).  
What about the possibility that sexual behaviors between students and psychology 
educators are being addressed at different levels of intervention? Thoreson et al. (1993) 
found that most of the sexual contacts that occurred between a student and a psychology 
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educator ended mutually or by the respondent’s own decision. Just over 9% ended 
because of pressure from an outside source. Only 4.7% of those respondents who had sex 
with a supervisee and 6.2% with a student said that action was taken against them. This 
most often consisted of being reported to a supervisor or licensing board, having some 
type of restriction imposed, or being transferred or losing one’s job. In the Glaser and 
Thorpe (1986) study, of the females who experienced a sexual advance, 70% said they 
indirectly or directly acknowledged the advance and declined. Forty-five percent who 
said they received punitive actions for doing so reported they received “slight” or “some” 
punitive actions and 7% said “strong” punitive actions. 
Ladany, Lehrman-Waterman, Molinaro, and Wolgast (1999), in a study of 151 
beginning to intern-level trainees, found that 51% reported some type of ethical violation 
with their supervisor; only 1.3% were sexual issue violations. Thirty-five percent of the 
supervisees discussed the ethical violation with their immediate supervisor and 54% 
discussed it with someone other than their immediate supervisor, primarily a friend or 
peer (84%), significant other (33%), or another supervisor (21%). Additionally, 14% said 
someone else in position of power knew of the violation and did nothing about it.  In a 
study of psychology educators from APA divisions 12, 16, and 17, of the respondents 
who had engaged in a sexual contact with a student, 7% reported that they had an ethics 
charge brought against them. Ten percent stated they initiated an ethics charge against 
someone else (Rubin et al., 1997). 
 Two other studies have shown that psychologists and students are aware of what 
they should do according to the APA Code of Conduct, but that they would actually do 
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less than they believed prescribed by the Code. The first was conducted by Bernard and 
Jara (1986) and involved 170 graduate students in APA accredited clinical training 
programs. The students were given two vignettes, one that involved a student having a 
sexual relationship with a client, and the other of a student with an alcohol problem who 
was showing poor judgment. The students were given 5 choices about what they should 
do and what they would do. For the vignette that involved sex, 50% of the respondents 
indicated they would do less than what they thought they should do. There were no 
differences found for any demographic variables, nor for number of ethics courses taken 
or year in program.  
Using the same methods, 250 members of APA Division 12 were asked to 
respond to the same vignettes. Thirty-seven percent of the respondents again indicated 
they would do less then what they thought they should, according to the APA Code of 
Ethics (Bernard, Murphy, & Little, 1987). Smith, McGuire, Abbot, and Blau (1991) also 
found that a majority of practitioners would do less than they should if faced with an 
ethical dilemma.  
To help address training deficiencies, previous researchers have recommended 
mandating ethics education, starting ethics training early in students’ education and then 
developing and reinforcing it throughout the entire educational experience, and 
establishing clear guidelines that training directors, other administrators, and faculty 
could follow. They have also asserted that future research should assess the effectiveness 
of ethics training, assess the different methods that can be used in teaching ethical 
dilemmas, and assess students’ comfort and satisfaction with their training. Moreover, 
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they have argued that future research is needed to investigate what keeps students and 
practitioners from addressing ethical violations to focus on the importance of and the 
steps to implement ethical principles and codes.   
Summary 
Past research shows that sexual relationships between psychology educators and 
students in psychology occur and are often viewed as unethical and harmful to those 
involved. However, the most recent study that inquired about the incidence of sexual 
contacts was published over four years ago (but conducted almost 10 years ago) and 
before the revised APA Code of Conduct. Thus, perhaps such contacts are no longer 
occurring.  
One limitation of the majority of the studies reviewed is that they relied on the 
retrospective memories of students. Some graduated 20+ years prior to participating in 
the survey. Thus, the participants may have forgotten important information about their 
experiences or may be reporting distorted or inaccurate information. Therefore, a current 
exploration of the incidence of sexual contacts and advances, as well as the nature of the 
contacts and advances is needed. In addition to determining if contacts and advances are 
still occurring, the present research attempted to identify certain factors associated with 
the behaviors, such as who initiated the behaviors and when the behaviors occurred (i.e., 
before, during, or after a working relationship). 
Past research also showed that ethical violations involving sexual relationships are 
rarely addressed or reported. When and if they are addressed, they are done so at a level 
that is lesser then what the APA Code of Ethics mandates and what a person with such 
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knowledge believes he/she should do. Since researchers have called for more and better 
training in ethics (Borys & Pope, 1989; Bouhoutsos, 1985; Stake & Oliver, 1991; 
Thoreson et al., 1995) an assessment of the training of current psychology students was 
deemed important because it could provide valuable information to the profession in its 
attempt to better train its future psychologists.  
Also needed is an inquiry into the beliefs and behaviors of current students 
regarding their willingness, or lack of willingness, to identify and address sexual contacts 
and advances between students and psychology educators in psychology. It may be that 
some students are not willing to report such activities because it may reflect unfavorably 
upon them or they may be subjected to negative repercussions. It is also possible that 
students may not even know or care that such relationships are unethical or they may not 
see the relationships as harmful or even potentially harmful. Finally, perhaps students do 
know the behaviors are unethical but they are dealing with them in ways other than by 
reporting them to the APA Ethics Committee.  
Other researchers recommended that ethics training be mandatory, take place 
early in one’s education, contain information about the vulnerability of students, and the 
consequences of unethical actions, and provide a structure for thinking through ethical 
dilemmas (e.g., Hammel et al., 1996). Perhaps these changes have occurred and, along 
with the new Code of Ethics (APA, 2002) that expanded the prohibition criteria of sexual 
relationships between psychology educators and students, have put an end to sexual 
contacts between students and psychology educators. As ideal as this would be, it is 
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highly unlikely. The past APA Ethics Code 1.19 (Koocher & Keith-Spiegel, 1998) that 
existed from December 1, 1992 through June 1, 2003 stated that: 
Psychologists do not engage in sexual relationships with students or supervises in 
training over whom the psychologist has evaluative or direct authority, because 
such relationships are so likely to impair judgment or be exploitative (p. 449). 
Yet even with that code in place, research during that time showed that anywhere 
from 0% (Thoreson et al., 1995) to 10 % (Hammel et al., 1996) of the respondents 
indicated a sexual contact with a psychology educator at some point during their 
psychology training. This study was undertaken to obtain input directly from the 
participants about their ethics courses and training. Currently enrolled students were 
asked how adequate they perceive their training in ethical issues to be and how adequate 
their training provided a model for addressing ethical dilemmas. Comparisons were made 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
IRB and APA Approvals  
Before the researcher began data collection, an Application for the Review of 
Research Involving Human Subjects (Form B) was submitted to the Institutional Review 
Board of the University of Tennessee. Once the application for the use of human subjects 
was approved, a formal request for a random sample of pressure sensitive gummed 
address labels of potential participants was submitted to the APA Research Office along 
with a copy of all materials that were to be used in the study. Permission was granted to 
survey APA student affiliates and the APA Research Office generated the mailing labels 
at a charge of $121.00 for the 1100 labels. 
Participants   
The population from which the random sample was obtained for this study 
consisted of approximately 10,070 student affiliates of APA at the master’s level or 
above. The random sample of 1100 potential participants was generated by the APA 
Office of Research and consisted primarily of females (75%), Whites (68%), and 
graduate students (96%) with a mean age of 34.2 years. These characteristics closely 
resemble the demographics of the population of APA Student Affiliates. These are 77% 
female and 79% White with a mean age of 32.8 years (APA Research Office, 2003).  
Materials 
Five items were included in the packet mailed to the potential participants. The 
items were all mailed in an envelope pre-printed with the researcher’s work return 
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address. Gummed labels were affixed to the envelopes and all envelopes were hand-
stamped with first-class postage stamps. Dillman (2000) stated that using actual stamps 
rather than bulk-rate stamps is important because first-class stamps signify the 
importance of the envelope, are not usually held temporarily at distribution centers, and 
are usually forwarded to new addresses if appropriate.  
The first item the participants saw when they opened the packet was an eye-
catching/attention grabbing brief statement about the nature of the study (Appendix A). 
The statement was printed on a salmon colored sheet of paper and consisted of the phrase 
“A brief survey about sex” and a sentence asking for their participation in the study. The 
word “SEX” was printed in large, bold letters and was intended to grab the attention and 
interest of the potential participants and encourage them to view the rest of the materials 
included in the envelope. 
The second item included in the envelope was a cover letter printed on University 
of Tennessee Psychology Department letterhead (Appendix B). The first paragraph of the 
cover letter introduced the researcher and explained the nature of the study. The second 
paragraph outlined the procedures for anonymity and confidentiality that would be used 
and gave directions on completing and returning the survey. The final paragraph stated 
the research had been approved by the IRB of the University of Tennessee and invited the 
potential participants to contact the researcher or the researcher’s doctoral committee 
chair if there were additional questions or comments; contact information was provided 
for both. Each cover letter was signed by the researcher to increase personalization. Even 
though personalization of cover letters has been shown to increase return rates (Dillman, 
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2000), the cover letters were not personalized beyond a real signature and actual dates as 
doing so would have jeopardized anonymity and confidentiality.  
The third item in the packet was a form outlining the four guarantees of 
anonymity (Appendix C). It was printed on 8 ½” x 11” white paper and was included to 
encourage participants to honestly complete and return the survey questionnaire without 
fear of punishment or reprisal. It consisted of four guarantees: (a) there were not any 
visible or hidden marks on the survey that could be used to identify the participants; (b) 
the survey did not ask for any identifying information about the school in which 
participant was enrolled; (c) neither research assistant had access to both the original 
sample mailing list and the returned surveys; one research assistant attained the initial 
sample and mailed the survey packet and the second research assistant received the 
returned surveys, removed them from the envelope, and passed the surveys onto the 
primary researcher; and (d) the primary researcher did not have access to either the 
original mailing list or the returned envelopes.  
The fourth item included in the packet was the survey instrument (Appendix D). It 
was a one-page, double-sided instrument and consisted of items from two previously 
developed instruments, the Social Experiences in the Training Environment survey 
(Barnett-Queen & Larrabee, 2000) and the survey that was developed by Pope et al. 
(1979). Neither of these two previous instruments reported any reliability or validity 
measures. The Pope et al. instrument was chosen because it was the first of its type to be 
developed and the majority of the instruments used for subsequent research were based 
on it. The Social Experiences in the Training Environment questionnaire was chosen 
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because it contained questions essential to the present study which had not been included 
in the Pope et al. questionnaire. Pope et al. (1979) and Barnett-Queen and Larrabee 
(2000) were contacted and granted permission to the current researcher to use questions 
from their previously used questionnaires. The present questionnaire also contained 
questions developed by the primary researcher to address information of interest in the 
present investigation not previously included in earlier surveys.  
Drafts of the survey instrument were shown to the researcher’s doctoral 
committee members and several editorial changes were made in addition to the wording, 
ordering, and inclusion/exclusion of several questions. For example, less intrusive 
questions were moved to the beginning of the instrument and then were followed by the 
more explicit and potentially intrusive questions. The reordering of questions was done to 
help improve the return rate (Dillman, 2000). The survey was also shown to several 
doctoral-level psychology students for additional feedback including length, clarity, 
aesthetics, and ease of completion; more editorial changes were made. The final version 
of the survey included 25 questions, both qualitative and quantitative, as well as 8 
demographic items. 
Instructions for filling out the survey were provided at the beginning of the 
survey. Included in the instructions were definitions of a psychology educator and a 
working relationship the participants were to use throughout the survey. These definitions 
were: 
1. Psychology educator. A psychology educator is defined as an instructor, 
supervisor, or advisor who is either 1) in a position of evaluative authority 
 
 - 46 - 
over you, or 2) is not directly in an evaluative position over you but is still a 
faculty member of the same department or program in which you are enrolled. 
2.  Working relationship. A working relationship is defined as existing when the 
psychology educator is directly serving as your course instructor, supervisor, 
or advisor. 
The survey had four sections. Section A inquired about participants’ experiences 
of sexual advances with their psychology educators. A sexual advance was defined as any 
advance, overture, or proposition that did not lead to sexual contact (Glaser & Thorpe, 
1986). This section solicited information about the role and gender of the psychology 
educator as well as the time in the working relationship during which any advances 
occurred. Participants were also asked to indicate who initiated the first sexual advance 
(the participant or the psychology educator) and the response to the advance. Further, the 
participant was asked to indicate if there were any rewards or consequences for 
accepting, declining, or ignoring the advance(s), and what factors kept the participant 
from engaging in sexual contact with the psychology educator. In total, Section A 
consisted of eight questions: seven, multiple-choice, two of which participants could 
voluntarily answer in an open-ended form, and one entirely open-ended question. The 
participants were directed to skip certain questions depending upon their answers to 
previous questions.  
Section B asked many of the same questions of participants, but these questions 
were related to sexual contacts. Sexual contact was defined as sexual intercourse or direct 
genital stimulation (Pope et al., 1979). Again, participants were asked if they had 
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experienced a sexual contact with a psychology educator. If not, they were instructed to 
skip to Section C. If they had experienced a contact, participants were asked to indicate 
the role and gender of the psychology educator, as well as when the first contact occurred 
in relation to the working relationship. Participants were also asked to indicate who 
initiated the first sexual contact (the participant or the psychology educator) and to 
indicate the participant’s level of involvement as either feeling “completely coerced,” 
“somewhat coerced,” or if their actions were “completely voluntary” or “somewhat 
voluntary.” This section had six, multiple-choice questions.  
Section C consisted of 10 questions and requested information about participants’ 
attitudes and beliefs about sexual contacts during training and about their ethics training. 
There were eight, multiple-choice questions, one of which had space for additional 
comments. There were two, open-ended questions where participants were asked to 
indicate the number of ethics course completed and the number required in their training. 
The questions in this section began with asking participants if they had first-hand 
knowledge of sexual contacts occurring within the departments where they received their 
training. The next three questions asked the participants to indicate how appropriate they 
felt such contacts were before, during, and after a working relationship with a psychology 
educator.  
The participants were then asked to indicate if they felt or would feel safe pursing 
appropriate actions should they become aware of a sexual contact occurring in their 
department; they were asked to further explain why or why not and to indicate what 
actions, if any, they would pursue. Another question asked participants to indicate if they 
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would have a sexual contact with one of their psychology educators if they knew for 
certain that no one else would ever find out about it. The final two questions asked 
participants to rate their own ethics training in regards to the adequacy of their training in 
addressing sexual contacts and advances among students and psychology educators and 
in providing a model for ethical decision making. 
Section D solicited demographic information. Included were questions about 
gender, age, marital status, ethnicity, sexual orientation, primary field of study (e.g., 
clinical, counseling, etc.), and year in training. The survey also asked participants to 
indicate the degree they held, the degree they were currently pursing, and if their current 
training program was APA accredited. Participants were also asked to provide any further 
comments on the survey or to attach additional comments if necessary.  
Finally, the fifth item included in the packet was a postage paid return envelope 
pre-addressed to a research assistant rather than the primary researcher (Appendix E). 
Again, a first-class stamp was placed on the envelope in an attempt to help increase the 
return rate. There was no reliability or validity information for the survey instrument 
prior to its use. However, based upon the feedback from the students and faculty 
members who reviewed the instrument and the revisions that were based upon that 
feedback, the instrument appeared to have both content and face validity. 
Procedure 
A modified Tailored Design Method (TDM), developed by Dillman (2000), was 
used in this study. Dillman called for five elements for achieving a high response rate in 
mail surveys: a respondent-friendly questionnaire, up to five contacts by first class mail, 
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return envelopes with real first-class stamps, personalization of correspondence, and 
token prepaid financial incentives. Dillman stated that by following these elements 
researchers could expect return rates of 60-70%.  However, due to financial constraints, 
the procedure for this study deviated from several of the recommended steps in the TDM.  
Although Dillman (2000) stated that inclusion of a token incentive, especially 
monetary incentives, could increase response rate by as much as 31%, this study did not 
include any token incentives. However, the return envelopes were stamped with a first 
class stamp which, to a lesser degree, served as a token incentive, increased 
personalization, and was a way of establishing trust with the potential participant. A 
lottery or sweepstakes drawing was not used in this study because it has been shown to be 
relatively ineffective in increasing response rate (Dillman, 2000) and because doing so 
would have jeopardized participants’ anonymity. This study also deviated from the TDM 
in that no postcard reminders, follow-up mailings, or postcards to request results were 
sent. These steps were not taken because of anonymity and confidentially issues. 
However, participants were invited, via the cover letter, to contact the primary researcher 
or the researcher’s dissertation chair if they had any questions regarding the study.  
The 1100 labels generated by APA were mailed to the primary researcher’s work 
address via Federal Express. The labels were immediately given to a research assistant 
upon arrival and were never again available to the primary researcher. The primary 
researcher then initiated the pilot study. Fifty sets of the packet materials were compiled 
and sealed in the stamped envelopes. A research assistant was then given the 50 
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envelopes, placed mailing labels on them, and then mailed the packets. The potential 
participants were given two weeks to return the completed surveys.  
The returned surveys were mailed directly to a research assistant who opened the 
envelopes, removed the completed surveys and any other accompanying papers from the 
envelope, and then destroyed the return envelopes. The surveys and additional papers 
were then given to the primary researcher. The pilot study achieved a return rate of 38% 
(N = 50, n = 19) with additional comments on 32% (n = 6) of the surveys. Although the 
return rate was consistent with that from similar studies, the primary researcher tried to 
gain a higher return rate by soliciting additional feedback from current psychology 
doctoral students regarding all five of the materials in the packet. The students were 
asked if, based upon the five materials, they would respond to the survey and what 
changes to any of the materials would persuade them to respond. No changes were made 
except one typographical error.  
Following the pilot study, the same procedure was used for the primary 
investigation (N = 1003); 47 labels of the original 1100 obtained from APA were 
excluded from both the pilot study and the primary investigation because the addresses 
were international. The packets were mailed via the United States Post Office. Again, a 
one-time mailing was used for the primary study because of financial limits of postage, 
sampling costs, and printing costs. Further, because anonymity and confidentiality were 
of the utmost importance due to the sensitivity of the topic, follow-up mailings were not 
feasible. For the primary study, participants were given three weeks to return the 
completed survey. 
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Data Analysis 
 The returned surveys were numbered to minimize any chance of errors during 
data entry.  The data were coded and analyzed with SPSS Version 12.0. A staff member 
of the Statistical and Consulting service at the University of Tennessee was consulted on 
the methods for coding and data analyses.  
Frequency counts, percentages, non-parametric statistics, and cross tabs were used 
to analyze demographic data and open-ended responses. Cross tabs, chi-squares, t-tests, 
frequency counts, and percentages were used to investigate research questions 1 and 5. 
These two questions inquired about the incidence, extent, and knowledge of sexual 
contacts and advances. Along with the methods previously mentioned, ANOVA’s and 
MANOVA’s were also used to help answer research questions 2, 3, and 4. These 
questions examined the ratings of appropriateness of sexual contacts, the ratings of 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
Of the 1053 survey packets that were mailed out during the pilot study and the 
main study, 448 useable surveys were returned for a 44% return rate. Twenty-four 
packets were returned “undeliverable” by the U.S. Postal Service. Two potential 
participants contacted the primary researcher via the telephone. One asked for further 
clarification of the purpose of the study and one refused to participate because of the 
intrusive nature of the study. Twenty-one percent (n = 96) of the participants wrote 
additional comments on the returned survey instrument.  
Due to the low frequency of participants who indicated having experienced a 
sexual advance or contact, for most analyses, those participants who reported a contact or 
advance were placed into one larger group called “sexual contacts/advances group” and 
were often compared to the participants who did not experience a contact or advance, the 
“no contacts/advances group.” For those participants who indicated more than one 
contact or advance, only the first contact or advance was used in the data analyses. 
Demographic Data 
Almost 17% (n = 76) of the participants indicated they had already completed 
their training and were no longer pursuing a degree, and 83% (n =372) indicated they 
were current students. Most participants currently held a Master’s degree (56%; n = 250), 
Bachelor’s degree (22%; n = 100), or Ph.D. (9%; n = 38). The gender of the participants 
who returned useable surveys were 25% male (n = 111) and 75% female (n = 336). Ages 
ranged from 20 years to 69 years, with an average of 33.25 years. The mean age by 
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gender was 34.36 years for males and 32.89 years for females. The sexual orientation of 
the participants was 91% heterosexual (n = 391), 7% homosexual (n = 30), and 3% 
bisexual (n = 11). 
Marital status for the participants were 52% single (n = 230), 40% married (n = 
174), 4% divorced (n = 18), 3% partnered (n = 11), 1% engaged (n = 6), and 1% 
separated (n = 2). There was a wide range of ethnicities represented including 77% 
Caucasian (n = 338), 6% African American (n = 24), 4% Hispanic (n = 19), 4% Asian (n 
= 18), 1% Latino (n = 5), and 1% Native American (n = 5).  The year in training ranged 
from 1st year to 11th year with a mean year of 3.5. Eighty-four percent (n = 363) of the 
participants were from APA accredited programs while 16% (n = 70) were not from an 
APA accredited program.  
There was a wide variety of primary fields of study represented. The most 
numerous included Clinical (49%; n = 219), Counseling (19%; n = 86), School (8%; n = 
36), Industrial/Organizational (3%; n = 12), and Social (3%; n = 11). Regarding degrees, 
the participants were primarily seeking a Ph.D./Psy.D. (64%; n = 288), or M.A./M.S. 
(15%; n = 69).  
For analysis, several of the demographic variables were recoded to minimize the 
potential number of responses within each demographic category. Marital status was 
regrouped into two categories: single, divorced or separated and married, engaged, or 
partnered. Analysis for the demographic category ethnicity was limited to Caucasians, 
African Americans, Asian Americans, and Hispanics due to the small number of 
respondents who represented other ethnic categories. Degree Held was regrouped into 4 
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categories: Doctorate, Master’s, Bachelor’s, and Other. Degree Pursuing was recoded 
into 3 categories: Doctorate, Master’s, and Other. Finally, analysis using the Field of 
Study variable was limited to respondents who identified their field as Clinical, 
Counseling, School, Industrial/Organizational, and Social due to the low numbers of 
other fields represented (see Table 1). 
Research Question One: Are sexual contacts and advances occurring between 
psychology educators and students and to what extent?  
 Sexual contacts were defined as sexual intercourse or direct genital stimulation 
(Pope et al., 1979). Of the 448 returned surveys, 2% (n = 9) of the participants indicated 
they have had a sexual contact with a psychology educator while they have been a 
student. Of those nine who have had experienced a sexual contact, 44% (n = 4) were no 
longer current students. Almost 8.5% (n = 38) of all the participants indicated they had 
experienced a sexual advance with a psychology educator while a student. A sexual 
advance was described as any advance, overture, or proposition that did not lead to sexual 
contact (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986). Of the 38 who experienced an advance, 26% (n = 10) 
reported that they were not currently a student at the time they completed the current 
survey.  
 Forty-seven participants reported experiencing a sexual advance or contact. Of 
those 47, 6 males and 41 females experienced a sexual contact and/or advance; two males 
and four females reported having experienced both a sexual contact and a sexual advance 
(see Table 2). Thus, thirty-seven females (11% of all females) reported having 
experienced a sexual contact, advance, or both while four males (4% of all males)  
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Table 1 
Demographics  
Demographic No. Percent 
 Gender Male 111 24.8 
 Female 336 75.2 
 Sexual Orientation Heterosexual 391 90.5 
  Homosexual 30 6.9 
  Bisexual 11 2.5 
Ethnicity Caucasian 338 75.4 
 African American 24 5.4 
 Asian American 18 4.0 
 Hispanic 19 4.2 
 Other 49 10.9 
In APA Accredited Program Yes 363 83.8 
 No 70 16.2 
 Year In Training 1st Year 41 13.4 
  2nd Year 63 20.6 
 3rd Year 59 19.3 
 4th Year 61 19.9 
  5th Year 42 13.7 
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Table 1  
Continued 
Demographic No. Percent 
Year in Training 7th Year 8 2.6 
 8th Year 14 4.6 
 Degree Held Doctorate 64 14.6 
  Masters 274 62.4 
  Bachelors 101 23.0 
 Marital Status Single, Separated or Divorced 250 56.7 
  Married, Engaged or Partnered 191 43.3 
 Field of Study Clinical 219 48.8 
  Counseling 86 19.2 
 School 36 8.0 
 Industrial/Organizational 12 2.7 
 Social 11 2.5 
 Other 84 18.8 
 Degree Pursuing Doctorate 291 66.1 
 Masters 72 16.4 
 Bachelors 1 .2 
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Table 2 
 
Frequencies of Sexual Contacts and Advances by Gender 
 Male Female Total 
Experienced Sexual Contact 2 7 9 
Experienced Sexual Advance 4 34 38 
Total 6 41 47 
 
 
reported the experience.  
 Overall, 9.2% (n = 41) of all the participants indicated having had experienced a 
sexual contact, advance, or both with a psychology educator while they were a student. A 
chi-square analysis showed that females were significantly more likely than males to 
have experienced a sexual contact or advance (x²(1, N = 447) = 5.49, p = .019; see Table 
3). Females accounted for 78% (n = 7) of the sexual contacts that were reported and for 
89% (n = 34) of the sexual advances that were reported.   
 While a significant difference was found between gender and the involvement in a 
sexual advance or contact, chi-square analyses showed no significant differences between 
marital status, ethnicity, sexual orientation, APA accreditation, degree held, degree 
pursuing, and field of study in the involvement in sexual advances or contacts (see Table 
3). Further, t-tests showed no significant differences between age and year in training to 
the involvement in sexual advances or contacts (see Table 4). 
 
 





Chi-Square Results for Likelihood of Engaging in a Sexual Contact or Advance 
 df x² p 
Gender 1 5.49* .01 
Marital status 1 .012 .91 
Ethnicity 3 1.04 .79 
Sexual orientation 2 .04 .98 
APA accreditation 1 .16 .69 
Degree Held 3 .31 .95 
Degree Pursuing 2 2.39 .30 
Field of Study 5 5.53 .35 





T-Test Results for Age and Year in Training 
 df t  p  
Age 440 1.74 .08 
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 The participants who indicated having experienced a sexual advance or contact 
were asked to indicate whether they had initiated the behavior or if the psychology 
educator initiated the behavior. Of the 38 sexual advances that were reported, 97% (n = 
37) were initiated by the psychology educator and 3% (n = 1) were initiated by the 
student. Of the 9 sexual contacts that were reported, 78% (n = 7) were initiated by the 
psychology educator and 22% (n = 2) were initiated by the student. The participants who 
experienced a sexual advance were asked to indicate what factors kept him/her from 
having a sexual contact with the psychology educator. The most common factors 
included: it would have been unethical, the student was not attracted to the psychology 
educator, and either the psychology educator or the student was married or involved with 
someone else. One student said she was honored by the advance, but still refused because 
she felt it would have been inappropriate to engage in a sexual contact with the 
psychology educator. 
 The participants were also asked to indicate the role of the psychology educator 
involved in the sexual advance or contact. Nearly 44% (n = 4) of the sexual contacts 
involved course instructors and 33% (n = 3) involved research/academic advisors. On-
campus and off-campus supervisors were involved in one sexual contact each (See Table 
5). Course instructors were also involved in a majority of the sexual advances reported; 
nearly 55% (n = 21) involved instructors. Off-campus supervisors were involved in 
almost 24% (n = 9) of the advances, and on-campus supervisors and research/academic 
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Table 5  
 
Roles of Psychology Educators Involved in Sexual Contacts with Students 
Role of Psychology Educator No. Percent 
 Course Instructor 4 44.4 
  Research/Academic Advisor 3 33.3 
  On-campus Supervisor 1 11.1 
  Off-campus Supervisor 1 11.1 







Roles of Psychology Educators Involved in Sexual Advances with Students  
Role of Psychology Educator No. Percent 
 Course Instructor 21 55.3 
  Research/Academic Advisor 4 10.5 
  On-campus Supervisor 4 10.5 
  Off-campus Supervisor 9 23.7 
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The participants who experienced a sexual advance or contact were also asked to 
indicate the gender of the psychology educator involved. Of the 38 advances, male 
psychology educators were involved in 92% (n = 35) and female psychology educators in 
8% (n = 3). Three participants (2 males and 1 female) reported a sexual advance from a 
same-sex psychology educator. Male psychology educators were involved in all 100% (n 
= 9) of the sexual contacts reported. Two male participants reported having a sexual 
contact with a male psychology educator. Of the nine sexual contacts that were reported, 
22% (n = 2) of the participants stated they felt completely coerced, and another 22% (n = 
2) stated they felt somewhat coerced into the contact. Just over 11% (n = 1) reported the 
contact was somewhat voluntary, and 44% (n = 4) felt the sexual contacts were 
completely voluntary.   
The participants who reported a sexual advance with a psychology educator were 
asked to indicate how they responded to the advance and the eventual outcome from their 
response. Just over 47% (n = 17) reported that they ignored the advance, 22% (n = 8) 
reported they indirectly acknowledged and declined the advance, and 19% (n = 7) 
directly acknowledged and declined the advance. Just over 5% (n = 2) reciprocated the 
advance and 5% (n = 2) responded in some other manner (see Table 7).   
The respondents who experienced a sexual advance were also asked to indicate 
the outcome of their response to the sexual advance. Fifty-seven percent (n = 17) of the 
respondents reported that the psychology educator stopped making sexual advances and 
43% (n = 13) stated the psychology educator continued making sexual advances toward 
the respondent (see Table 8). Thirteen respondents indicated if they received punitive or  
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Table 7 
 
How the Participants Responded to the Sexual Advances  
     Type of Response to Sexual  Advance No. Percent 
 Directly Acknowledged and Declined 7 19.4 
  Indirectly Acknowledged and Declined 8 22.2 
  Reciprocated 2 5.5 
  Ignored 17 47.2 
  Other 2 5.5 








How the Educator Responded to the Actions of the Sexual Advance Participants  
     How the Educator Responded No. Percent 
 The Educator Continued Making Advances 13 43.3 
  The Educator Stopped Making Advances 17 56.6 
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rewarding actions as a result of their response to the sexual advance. Almost 54% (n = 7) 
stated they experienced mild rewarding actions due to their response, and 8% (n = 1) 
received strong rewarding actions. Thirty-one percent (n = 4) experienced mild punitive 
actions and 8% (n = 1) experienced strong punitive actions(see Table 9). 
Finally, the participants involved in a sexual advance or contact were asked to 
indicate when the advance or contact first occurred during the working relationship. 
Almost 87% (n = 33) of the sexual advances and 78% (n = 7) of the sexual contacts 
occurred during a working relationship. Eight percent (n = 3) of the sexual advances and 
11% (n = 1) of the sexual contacts occurred before a working relationship, and 5% (n = 
2) of the sexual advances and 11% (n = 1) of the sexual contacts occurred after a working 






Rewarding or Punitive Actions Experienced by the Sexual Advance Participants 
What the Sexual Advance Participants Experienced No. Percent 
Experienced Strong Punitive Actions 1 7.7 
Experienced Mild Punitive Actions 4 30.7 
Experienced Strong Rewarding Actions 1 7.7 
Experienced Mild Rewarding Actions 7 53.8 
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Table 10 
 











Sexual Contacts 1 (11) 7 (78) 1(11) 9 (100) 
Sexual Advances 3(8) 33 (87) 2 (5) 38 (100) 
Total 4 (9.5) 40 (83) 3 (8) 47 (100) 
 
 
Research Question Two: How do participants perceive the appropriateness of sexual  
contacts before, during, and after professional relationships?  
 All participants were asked to indicate if sexual contact with a psychology 
educator before a working relationship occurred but while he/she was still in the same 
department, program, or training of the educator was highly inappropriate, somewhat 
inappropriate, highly appropriate, or somewhat appropriate. Almost 88% (n = 388) of the 
participants rated sexual contact during a working relationship as highly inappropriate 
while 58% (n = 253) said it was highly inappropriate before a working relationship 
existed. Just under 54% (n = 239) participants rated sexual contact with a psychology 
educator as highly inappropriate once the working relationship had ended but while the 
student was still enrolled in the same program or department as the psychology educator.  
The participants rated all three stages of a working relationship between a rating 
of 1 (highly inappropriate) and a rating of 2 (somewhat inappropriate). The participants 
rated sexual contacts during a working relationship as the most inappropriate (M = 1.17), 
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followed by before (M = 1.55) and after (M = 1.65) a working relationship. A Repeated 
Measures ANOVA found a significant difference between the participants’ (n= 434) 
ratings of the appropriateness of sexual contacts in the three stages of a working 
relationship (F(2,433) = 136.78,  p < .001; see Table 11). Further analysis showed that 
there were significant differences between all three stages of the working relationship 
(see Table 12).  
A MANOVA was run to determine if students who reported a sexual contact or 
advance (n = 41) rated the appropriateness of such sexual contacts and advances 
differently than those students who did not report a sexual contact or advance (n = 407). 
There was not a significant difference between the groups on their ratings of the 
appropriateness of sexual contacts before, during, or after a working relationship with the 
psychology educator (F(3,431) = 1.09, p = .349; see Table 11). 
Participants who reported a sexual contact or advance (n = 41) completed an 
average of 1.80 ethics classes during their training while those participants who did not 
report a sexual contact or advance (n = 353) had completed an average of 1.54 ethics 
classes. A t-test was used to determine if those participants who reported a sexual contact  
or advance had completed more ethics training defined by the number of ethics classes 
completed than those participants who did not report a sexual contact or advance with a 
psychology educator. Results showed a significant difference (t(392) = 1.985, p = .048) 
indicating that those had engaged in a sexual contact or advance with a psychology 
educator completed more ethics courses than those participants who did not engage in a 
sexual contact or advance (see Table 13).  
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Table 11 
MANOVA Results of Ratings of Appropriateness of Sexual Contacts   
 Group Hyp. df Error df F  p  
All Participants 2 433 136.78* .00 
Sexual Contact vs. No Sexual 
Contact Groups 
3 431 1.09 .34 





Mean Differences between Appropriateness of Sexual Contacts by Stages of Working 
Relationship for All Participants 
 Stage of Working Relationship Mean Difference p 
Before During .37* .00 
  After -.09** .00 
During Before -.37* .00 
  After -.47* .00 
After Before .09** .00 
  During .47* .00 
* p < .001 
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Table 13 











Yes 1.80 392 1.98* .04 
No 1.54    
* p < .05 
 
 
All participants were asked to rate the adequacy of their ethics training in 
addressing sexual contacts and advances between psychology educators and students and 
to rate the adequacy of their ethics training in providing an ethical decision making 
model. The participants were asked to indicate, on a scale of 1 – 4, if their training was 
completely inadequate, somewhat inadequate, somewhat adequate, or completely 
adequate for each of the two variables.  
The participants who reported a sexual contact or advance (n = 40) were then 
compared to those participants who did not (n = 372) report a sexual contact or advance 
to assess if they differed on rating the adequacy of their ethics training in addressing 
sexual behaviors or in providing a model to address such unethical behaviors. A 
MANOVA found no differences between the two groups on the adequateness of their 
ethics training in addressing sexual contacts and advances or on the adequateness of their 
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Table 14 
Means and MANOVA Results for Adequateness of Training in Addressing Sexual 
Contacts/Advances and in Providing a Model of Ethical Decision Making 







Address Yes 2.97 1 1.24 .27 
  No 2.80    
Provide Model Yes 3.11 1 .01 .94 
  No 3.10    
 
 
Research Question Three: Will participants say they will engage in a sexual contact with 
a psychology educator if no one would find out? 
The participants were asked to indicate if they would engage in a sexual contact 
with a psychology educator if they knew no one would ever find out. Overall, 87% (n = 
376) of all participants said they would not engage in a sexual contact and 13% (n = 58) 
said they would engage in a sexual contact. Of those respondents who would engage, 
males comprised 48% (n = 28) and females 52% (n = 30). Of the 109 males who 
responded to the question, almost 25% said they would engage in a sexual contact. Of the 
324 females who responded to the question, almost 10% said they would engage in a 
sexual contact. A chi-square showed that males were more likely than females to admit 
they would engage in a sexual contact if they knew no one would ever find out, (x²(1, n = 
433) = 18.97, p < .0001). 
The participants who indicated that they had already engaged in a sexual contact 
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or advance with a psychology educator (n = 41) were compared to those participants who 
indicated they had not engaged in such behaviors. The two groups were compared to 
asses if one group was more likely than the other to indicate they would engage in a 
sexual contact if they knew no one would ever find out. A chi-square analysis found no  
significant differences  between the two groups (x²(1, n = 434) = .778; p = .378). Thus,  
those who said they had already experienced a sexual contact or advance were no more 
likely to engage in a future sexual contact with a psychology educator if they knew no 
one would find out than those participants who had not already engaged in a sexual 
contact or advance.  
The participants who indicated they would engage in a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator if they knew no one would ever find out (n = 57) were compared to 
those who indicated they would not engage in a sexual contact (n = 369) to assess if they 
differed on their ratings of appropriateness of such sexual contacts before, during, and 
after the professional relationship. Again, participants were asked to indicate on a scale of 
1 – 4 if sexual contacts were highly inappropriate, somewhat inappropriate, highly 
appropriate, or somewhat appropriate for each of the three stages of a working 
prelateship.  
For those participants who indicated they would engage in a sexual contact, mean 
ratings for the three stages of the working relationship were: before (M = 2.22), during 
(M = 1.51), and after (M = 2.42). For those participants who would not engage in a sexual 
contact even if no one would ever find out rated the appropriateness of such contacts for 
the three stages of a working relationship as: before (M = 1.44), during (M = 1.12), and 
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after (M = 1.53). See Table 15.  
Thus, those participants who would engage in a sexual contact with a psychology 
educator rated such contacts as less inappropriate for all three stages of the working 
relationship than those participants who would not engage in a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator. Those who would engage in a sexual contact if no one would find 
out during the working relationship rated the appropriateness of such contacts between 
highly inappropriate and somewhat inappropriate behavior.  Those who would not engage 
in a sexual contact rated the behaviors as highly inappropriate.  
For before and after the working relationship, the participants who would engage 
in a sexual contact rated the behavior between somewhat inappropriate and somewhat 
appropriate. Those participants who would not engage in a sexual contact rated the 
behaviors between highly inappropriate and somewhat inappropriate. A MANOVA found 
that the differences between the two groups on the ratings of the appropriateness of 
sexual contacts in the three stages of a working relationship were significant (F(3,422) = 
27.64, p < .001). The differences between the groups in all three of the stages were 
significant: before (F(1) = 62.99, p < .001); during (F(1) = 28.03, p < .001); after (F(1) = 
68.80, p < .001; see Table 15). 
The participants who indicated they would engage in a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator (n = 49) completed an average of 1.53 ethics classes, while the 
participants who would not engage in a sexual contact (n = 335) completed an average of 
1.56 ethics classes. A t-test showed there was not a relationship between the willingness 
to engage in a sexual contact and number of ethics courses completed (t(382) = -.360, p =  
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Table 15 
Means and MANOVA Results for Ratings of Appropriateness in the Stages of a Working 
Relationship by Willingness to Engage in a Sexual Contact 
 
Stage Engage in Sexual contact? Mean df F  
 
p  
Before Yes 2.22 1 62.90* .00 
  No 1.43    
During Yes 1.50 1 28.02* .00 
 No 1.12    
After Yes 2.42 1 68.80* .00 
  No 1.52    
* p < .001 
 
 
.719). Participants in the study were also asked to rate their own ethics training in 
addressing sexual contacts and advances between psychology students and educators on a 
scale of 1-4 from completely inadequate, somewhat inadequate, somewhat adequate, to 
completely adequate. Using the same scale, all participants were also asked to rate their 
ethics training in providing a model of ethical decision making. 
The participants (n = 414) rated their ethics training between somewhat 
inadequate and somewhat adequate (M = 2.96) on addressing sexual contacts and 
advances between psychology students and educators. The participants (n = 412) rated 
their ethics training between completely adequate and somewhat adequate (M = 3.11) in 
providing a model of ethical decision making. The participants who indicated they would  
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engage in a sexual contact with an educator and who rated their ethics training in 
addressing sexual contacts between students and educators (n = 53) reported their training 
was between somewhat inadequate and somewhat adequate in addressing sexual contacts 
(M = 2.87). Those participants who would not engage in a sexual contact (n = 350) also 
rated their ethics training between somewhat inadequate and somewhat adequate in 
addressing such contacts (M = 2.98).  
Participants who indicated they would engage in a sexual contact and rated the 
adequacy of their own ethics training for providing a model of ethical decision (n = 52), 
reported their training was between somewhat inadequate and somewhat adequate in 
providing a model (M = 2.87). The participants who reported they would not engage in a 
sexual contact with a psych9logy educator (n = 350) reported their ethics training was 
between somewhat adequate and completely adequate in providing a model of ethical 
decision making (M = 3.14). A MANOVA found no differences between the group who 
would engage in a sexual contact and the group who would not on ratings of 
adequateness of training in addressing sexual contacts between students and psychology 
educators (F(1, 403) = .659, p = .417). There also was not a significant difference 
between the two groups and adequateness of ethics training in providing a model of 






 - 73 - 
Research Question Four: If participants know first hand of a sexual contact occurring 
between a psychology educator and another student, do those participants believe their 
ethics training was adequate in addressing the ethicality of such contacts and in 
providing a model of decision making regarding sexual contacts and advances? 
Overall, almost 25% (n = 105) of the participants reported knowing first hand of a 
sexual contact occurring between a psychology educator and student. Those students who 
reported first hand knowledge of a sexual contact occurring (n = 105) rated their ethics 
training as less adequate (M = 2.80) than those who did not report first hand knowledge 
of a sexual contact occurring (n = 307; M = 3.01) when it came to their training 
addressing such contacts.   
Thus, those who had knowledge of sexual contact occurring between a 
psychology educator and a student rated their own ethics training between somewhat 
inadequate and somewhat adequate in addressing sexual contacts and advances between 
psychology students and educators. Those who did not have first hand knowledge of a 
sexual contact occurring rated their own ethics training as somewhat adequate in 
addressing sexual contacts and behaviors. A MANOVA found that this difference in 
rating was statistically significant (F(1, 412) = 3.973, p = .047). See Table 16. 
However, those students who reported first hand knowledge of a sexual contact 
and those who did not report first hand knowledge did not differ on their mean rating of 
the adequacy of their ethics training in providing an ethical decision making model (M = 
3.11 and M = 3.11, respectively). A MANOVA showed that there was not a statistical 
difference between the two groups (F(1, 412) = .005, p = .942). See Table 16. 
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Table 16  
Mean Ratings of Adequateness of Ethics Training in Addressing Sexual Contacts and in 
Providing a Model of Decision Making by First Hand Knowledge of a Sexual Contact 
 Training?  First Hand Knowledge Mean df F  p 
Address  Yes 2.80 1 3.97* .04 
  No 3.01    
Provide Model Yes 3.11 1 .00 .94 
  No 3.10    
* p < .05 
 
 
Research Question Five: If participants know of an inappropriate sexual contact 
occurring between a psychology educator and another student, will the participants feel 
safe to pursue appropriate actions?  
Almost 47% (n = 197) of the participants reported they would feel safe to pursue 
appropriate actions if they had first hand knowledge of a sexual contact occurring  
between a psychology educator and a student. Conversely, 53% (n = 223) said they 
would not feel safe to pursue appropriate actions. A chi-square found no correlation 
between feeling safe to pursue appropriate actions and first hand knowledge of a sexual 
contact occurring (x²(1, n = 420) = .57, p = .452).  
Of the participants who explained their reasons for feeling safe or not feeling safe 
to pursue appropriate actions (n = 127), 50% (n = 63) stated they did not feel safe. The 
data suggested that they feared their anonymity would not be protected and were 
concerned about repercussions. Thirty-nine percent (n = 50) stated they would not pursue  
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appropriate actions because sexual contacts between consenting adults was not any of 
their business. However, some participants did indicate if there was overt evidence of 
coercion then they might pursue some type of action.  
Of the participants who indicated they would feel safe to pursue appropriate 
actions and then expanded on their actions (n = 169), the most common actions included 
consulting with an advisor or a trusted faculty member, confronting one or both parties 
involved in the sexual contact, and reporting the violation to the department head, 
program chair, or university ombudsperson. Ten participants stated they would feel safe 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
 Following the recommendation of Glaser and Thorpe (1986) that data collection 
should continue on other generations of trainees, the current study investigated the 
frequency, beliefs, and impact of sexual contacts and advances between psychology 
educators and current psychology students. The data were gathered by means of self-
report surveys of a national sample of current APAGS members (N = 448). The survey 
was designed to examine five research questions. The results of the statistical analyses of 
the data collected to examine the five research questions are described further in this 
chapter. Also included in this chapter are a discussion of the shortcomings of the study as 
well as the author’s conclusions and recommendations for future research. 
 The demographics of the sample who returned completed surveys closely 
matched those of the population of APAGS members from which the sample was drawn. 
Thus, the results of the current study are based on an accurate representation of the 
population. Of the 448 participants who returned completed surveys, 9.2% (n = 41) 
indicated experiencing a sexual contact, advance or both with a psychology educator. 
Overall, 2% (n = 9) of the participants admitted having had a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator and 8.5% (n = 38) of the participants admitted experiencing a sexual 
advance or advances with a psychology educator.  
 When these findings are compared to those of previous studies, the results are 
mixed. With 2% of the current sample admitting having had a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator, this is in contrast to the much higher percentage in earlier studies 
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that ranged anywhere from 6-17% (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Hammel et al., 1996; Lamb 
& Catanzaro, 1998; Miller & Larrabee, 1995; Pope et al., 1979; Robinson & Reid, 1985).  
However, the current findings are inline with other researchers who found in their 
samples anywhere from approximately 0.3% - 2% (Barnett-Queen & Larrabee, 2000; 
Pope et al., 1987; Thoreson et al., 1995; Thoreson et al., 1993) admitting having had a 
sexual contact with a psychology educator at some point during their psychology 
training. 
 As with previous studies, this study found that female students were more likely 
than male students to have experienced a sexual contact or advance (Barnett-Queen & 
Larrabee, 2000; Hammel et al., 1996; Lamb & Catanzaro, 1998; Pope et al., 1979; Rubin 
et al., 1997; Thoreson et al., 1995). Specifically, females were over 9 times more likely 
than males (males, n = 4; females, n = 37) to be involved in a sexual contact or advance 
with a psychology educator. However, no data were collected in this study to ascertain 
the gender of the respondent’s psychology educators. Thus, females may have had more 
opportunities to engage in heterosexual contacts or advances than males. Unlike the 
finding by Thoreson et al. (1995), Master’s students were no more likely to experience a 
sexual contact or advance than Doctoral students. No other demographic variables were 
found to be related to the likelihood of being involved in a sexual contact or advance.    
The finding that most (78%) of the sexual contacts reported by students were 
initiated by the person in power (the psychology educator) are just slightly higher than 
the 69% found by Robinson and Reid (1985). This is not surprising given that 
psychology educators may use their power to coerce students into unwilling acts or that 
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the power of the psychology educator may be attractive and appealing to the students. 
About half of the sexual contacts (n = 5) were completely or somewhat voluntary, and 4 
were completely or somewhat coerced. Robinson and Reid (1985) found that only 25% of 
the females who had engaged in a sexual contact with a psychology educator felt coerced 
to do so, even though a majority of the contacts were initiated by the psychology 
educators.  
Further, other studies have shown that the perception of level of coercion 
increases over the years. Of the researchers who asked participants to rate the level of 
coercion they felt at the time of the sexual contact and then again at the time of the survey 
(which ranged anywhere from approximately 5-60 years since being enrolled in a 
graduate program), most respondents said currently believed they were more coerced into 
sexual activity now then at the time of the contact (Barnett-Queen & Larrabee, 2000; 
Hammel et al., 1996; Miller & Larrabee, 1995). Thus, one has to wonder if more of the 
participants in the current study who reported they entered into the sexual contact 
voluntarily or somewhat voluntarily would report the same feelings 5-10 years from now.  
Of all the sexual contacts that were reported, 44% occurred with a course 
instructor, 33% with an academic or research advisor, and 11% each with an on-campus 
supervisor and an off-campus supervisor. By gender, the females who had a sexual 
contact with a psychology educator did so primarily with a course instructor (43%) or 
academic/research advisor (29%). Past research has also found that women who have had 
a sexual contact with a psychology educator do so primarily with teachers/instructors 
(Miller & Larrabee; 1995; Pope et al., 1979; Robinson & Reid, 1985). This may be 
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because students have more contact with different instructors or teachers throughout their 
education than they do with advisors, supervisors, or other psychology educators. 
However, Glaser and Thorpe (1986) found that advisors were most often involved in 
sexual contacts with female students and that supervisors and course instructors were the 
next most numerous. Hammel et al. (1996) found supervisors to be most often involved 
in sexual contacts with instructors a close second.  
Of the two males in the current study who reported a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator, one occurred with an instructor and one with an advisor. Both 
contacts were with a same sex psychology educator. Because of the limited number of 
male subjects who reported a sexual contact, it is hard to compare the findings to 
previous research. However, Pope et al. (1979) found that of the males in their study who 
reported a sexual contact with a psychology educator, 86% were with a supervisor.  
In reference to the when the sexual contacts occurred in the context of the 
working relationship, 78% occurred during the professional working relationship and 
11% occurred after or before the working relationship. Only one other study 
differentiated between before, during, and after a working relationship. In that study, 
Barnett-Queen and Larrabee (2000) found that all of the sexual contacts that were 
reported occurred during the professional relationship. Other researchers have found that 
a majority of the contacts occurred prior to or during the working relationship, but did not 
differentiate between the two (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Hammel et al., 1996; Miller & 
Larrabee, 1995). Other studies found either a fairly equal split between when the contacts 
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occurred (Thoreson et al., 1995; Thoreson et al., 1993) or that most occurred after the 
working relationship had ended (Lamb & Catanzaro, 1998). 
The current study also found that just over 9% of the respondents admitted having 
had experienced at least one sexual advance from a psychology educator. This finding is 
inline with that of the Barnett-Queen and Larrabee (2000) study that found 7% of their 
sample reported a sexual advance. However, it is much lower than four previous studies 
that found the incidence of unwanted sexual advances to be between 18-48% (Glaser & 
Thorpe, 1986; Miller & Larrabee, 1995; Robinson & Reid, 1985; Rubin et al., 1997). In 
the current study, 97% of the sexual advances were initiated by the psychology educator. 
Of those, 6% of the advances were reciprocated by the students. This finding shows that a 
majority of the sexual advances were initiated by the person with the most power and that 
relatively few advances were initiated or reciprocated by students.  
Male psychology educators and female students were involved in 92% of the 
advances. This finding is similar to others studies that also found female students were 
more likely to be involved in a sexual advance than male students (Barnett-Queen & 
Larrabee, 2000; Rubin et al., 1997). Three participants reported a same sex advance (2 
males and 1 female). Course instructors were involved in 55% of the reported sexual 
advances, followed by off campus supervisor (24%), academic/research advisors (11%) 
and on campus supervisor (11%).  
This concurs with other research that has shown instructors to be involved in 
more sexual advances than supervisors, advisors, or other educational roles (Miller & 
Larrabee, 1995; Robinson & Reid, 1985). Glaser and Thorpe (1986) found a relatively 
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equal involvement by role of the psychology educator in sexual advances. However, 
when they looked at then mean number of students the psychology educators worked 
with, academic/research advisors were disproportionably overrepresented. Even though 
the advisors worked with far less students than course instructors or supervisors, the 
advisors represented about one third of the psychology educators involved in sexual 
contacts with students. 
With regards to when the sexual advances occurred, in the current study, 87% of 
the advances occurred during the working relationship. Of the two previous studies that 
also inquired into the timing of the sexual advances, both found that most of the advances 
occurred before or during the working relationship (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Miller & 
Larrabee, 1995). A majority of the students who experienced a sexual advance from a 
psychology educator either ignored the advance (47%), indirectly acknowledged the 
advance and declined it (22%), or directly acknowledged the advance and declined it 
(19%). A small percentage of students (6%) reciprocated the advance or took some other 
action (6%). These findings are similar to the Glaser and Thorpe (1986) study that found 
that 70% of the females who experienced a sexual advance either indirectly or directly 
acknowledged the advance and declined. 
As per the Pope et al. (1979) recommendation to investigate how engaging or 
refusing to engage in sexual contacts with psychology educators affects the personal lives 
or future careers of those involved, the current study asked the participants to indicate the 
outcome of the sexual advance they experienced. The students reported that based upon 
their reactions to the advances, 45% of the psychology educators stopped making sexual 
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advances and 34% continued making advances. Almost 54% of the respondents who 
experienced a sexual advance indicated they received mild rewards and 31% received 
mild punitive consequences from the psychology educator for their actions (or non 
actions) in responding to the advances. Of the females in the Glaser and Thorpe (1986) 
study who received negative or punitive consequences for declining an advance, 45% 
reported slight or some punitive consequences and 7% reported strong punitive actions.  
In the current study, several of the respondents indicated that they still felt upset, 
scared, confused, and stressed about the advances they experienced, and at least two 
reported they either transferred to another program/internship/post-doc site or were 
suspended for having reported the advances. This shows that for at least some of the 
students, the experience was very traumatic and has had an impact on their career and 
psychological functioning.  
The current study also looked at what factors kept the students who experienced a 
sexual advance from a psychology educator from having a sexual contact with the 
psychology educator. The most common factors included: it would have been unethical, 
the student was not attracted to the psychology educator, and either the psychology 
educator or the student was married or involved with someone else. One student said she 
was honored by the advance, but still refused because she felt it would have been 
inappropriate to engage in a sexual contact with the psychology educator. It seems that 
for some students, the knowledge that sexual contact with a psychology educator is 
unethical, or at least their own personal values and beliefs, is enough reason for them to 
not engage in such behaviors.  
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 Current APAGS members rated sexual contacts during a working relationship as 
more inappropriate than before or after a working relationship. Although most of the 
participants believed sexual contacts were highly inappropriate during a working 
relationship, just over half of the participants thought it was highly inappropriate either 
before or after a working relationship. Almost 16% (n = 68) of the participants believed 
that sexual contacts with an psychology educator after a working relationship had ended, 
even though the student and psychology educator are still in the same department or 
program, are somewhat or highly appropriate.  
There was no difference in ratings of appropriateness based upon whether the 
participants engaged in a sexual contact/advance with a psychology educator or if they 
did not. These results from current APAGS members add to the existing literature that 
shows the majority of professionals (supervisors, teachers, etc.) also rate sexual contacts 
between students/supervisees and psychology educators/supervisors as unethical or poor 
practice, especially during a working relationship (Pope et al., 1987; Pope et al., 1988; 
Rubin et al., 1997; Tabachnick et al., 1991).  
As with other studies (Bowman et al., 1995; Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Kolbert et 
al., 2002; Thoreson et al., 1995; Thoreson et al., 1993), the finding that the rating of the 
inappropriateness of such behaviors decreases once the professional relationship has 
ended is not surprising. However, it is somewhat alarming because it seems plausible that 
a new working relationship could be formed again if the student and psychology educator 
are still in the same department or program. Bowman et al. (1995) found that it was only 
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after the student graduated from the program did a majority of their respondents (85%) 
view a sexual relationship between a student and a psychology educator as ethical. 
 Past research has also shown that the rating of appropriateness of sexual contacts 
can change over time. Participants rated the appropriateness as more highly or somewhat 
inappropriate now in retrospect than they believed it was at the time the contact actually 
occurred (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Hammel et al., 1996). Although the current study did 
not assess the differences in ratings of appropriateness over time, it would be interesting 
to see if the participants changed their perceptions as they view the contacts in retrospect 
over a period of time. 
Almost as alarming as those students who have admitted engaging in a sexual 
contact with a psychology educator is the finding that 13% of the respondents said that 
they would engage in a sexual contact with a psychology educator if they knew no one 
would ever find out. This shows that there are students that, if the opportunity arose, 
admittedly would engage in what has been deemed as unethical behavior by the APA 
Code of Ethics. This is an important finding because it shows that even though the 
behavior is viewed as unethical by the governing agency of the field of psychology, 
students in the field are still willing to engage in the behavior.  
Additionally, those students who said they would engage in the behavior rated 
sexual contact with a psychology educator as significantly less inappropriate across all 
three stages of the professional relationship than those students who said they would not 
engage in the behavior. Thus, although the code of ethics prohibits sexual contacts 
between students and psychology educators and calls such behaviors unethical, 13% of 
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the students in this study did not feel that the behaviors are as unethical as APA 
mandates. 
When it came to training, almost 88% (n = 394) of the respondents indicated that 
they have already completed some type of course or training in ethics. Since past studies 
have shown that most APA accredited doctoral programs and internship programs offer 
some type of training related to sexual ethics (Housman & Stake, 1999; Samuel & 
Gorton, 1998) or that most mental health/psychology students and graduates are familiar 
with ethical standards in their fields (Hammel et al., 1996; Tymchuck et al., 1982), it is 
possible that the other 12% had not yet taken any ethics courses but would do so in the 
future. However, no data were collected to substantiate that hypothesis.  
There was no correlation between willingness to engage in a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator and number of ethics courses completed. Thus, those students who 
said they would engage in a sexual contact with a psychology educator had completed 
just as many ethics courses than those who would not engage in a sexual contact with a 
psychology educator. This finding may show that if the ethics training was adequate in 
addressing the ethics of sexual contacts between students and psychology educators that 
the training had little influence on the perceptions and behaviors of the 13% of the 
students who would still engage in a sexual contact.  
The finding could also mean that the ethics training the participants received was 
not adequate in addressing this issue. However, there was not a correlation between 
willingness to engage in a sexual contact and rating of adequateness of training neither in 
addressing the issue of sexual contacts nor in adequateness of training to provide a model 
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of ethical decision making. Therefore, those who would engage in a sexual contact rated 
their training just as adequate (or inadequate) in addressing the issue and in providing a 
model of decision making. 
This finding may say that the virtue ethics, values, and beliefs of some counselors 
in training differ than those of APA. It may also say that the training they are receiving is 
not effective in teaching all students the ethical guidelines, the importance of following 
the ethical guidelines, and how to follow the guidelines even if the students believe their 
training was adequate or somewhat adequate. 
There was a significant difference regarding the number of ethics courses 
completed for those who did and those who did not engage in a sexual contact or advance 
with a psychology educator. Interestingly, those students who reported a sexual contact or 
advance with a psychology educator completed more ethics training than those students 
who did not have a contact or advance. However, even though the difference was 
significant statistically (1.80 ethics classes to 1.54 ethics classes completed), it remains a 
question whether the difference of not even one-half of a class is really relevant. This 
finding may be due to the time that it may take for students and psychology educators to 
develop close personal relationships. Thus, once the student and educator develop a 
relationship, the student may be well into his/her education and may have taken more 
courses, including ethics courses, than those who are still early in their training. 
Additionally, there was no difference between those students who reported a 
sexual contact/advance and those who did not and the mean rating of the adequateness of 
their ethics training in addressing the issue and in providing a model of ethical decision 
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making.  Overall, the participants in the study believed their ethics training was 
somewhat adequate in both addressing sexual contacts and advances and in providing a 
model of ethical decision making. This is in contrast to earlier studies that found that 
most respondents believed they did not receive adequate or thorough training in ethics 
and sexual ethics (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Pope & Feldman-Summers, 1992; Pope et al., 
1986; Pope & Tabachnick, 1993; Rodolfa et al., 1994; Tymchuck et al., 1982; Wood et 
al., 1985). This finding demonstrates that the Hammel et al. (1996) recommendation that 
training in a student’s education should include a model for ethical decision making is 
occurring, at least for those subjects who responded to the current survey. The finding 
also demonstrates, at least in the opinions of the students, that ethics training is becoming 
more adequate in addressing unethical sexual conduct.  
When it came to having first hand knowledge of an unethical sexual contact 
occurring in their program or department, almost 25% (n = 105) of the respondents knew 
of such behaviors occurring. This finding is similar to the study by Barnett-Queen and 
Larrabee (2000) in which 21% of their respondents indicated they were aware of a sexual 
intimacy between a psychology educator and a student. It is in stark contrast though, to 
the only 2% in the current study who admitted engaging in the behavior; it shows that the 
actual incidence of sexual contacts between psychology students and psychology 
educators may be much higher than what was found in the current study. However, 
caution must also be taken in that “first hand knowledge” may mean a multitude of 
different things to the participants; thus, there is really no way of knowing if the sexual 
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contacts are really occurring (or have occurred) or if the respondents just think that they 
are (or have).  
Those respondents who reported first hand knowledge of a sexual contact 
occurring in their department or program rated their ethics training as less adequate than 
those respondents who did not have first hand knowledge. Those students who reported 
having first hand knowledge rated their ethics training between somewhat inadequate and 
somewhat adequate while those who did not have first hand knowledge rated their 
training as somewhat adequate when it came to addressing sexual contact issues between 
students and psychology educators.  
There was no difference between the two groups on rating of adequateness of 
training in providing a model of ethical decision making. Thus, perhaps the students who 
had first hand knowledge felt that their training did not do as adequate of a job as it 
could/should have done because they had knowledge of sexual contacts still occurring in 
their program or department. They may believe that if the training was adequate then the 
behaviors would not be occurring. 
Almost 53% (n = 223) of the respondents reported that they would not feel safe in 
pursuing appropriate actions if they knew of a sexual contact occurring between a 
psychology student and a psychology educator. However, almost 47% (n = 197) said that 
they would feel safe in pursuing appropriate actions. Of the respondents who extrapolated 
on their comments, the most numerous appropriate actions included consulting or 
reporting to a trusted advisor, faculty member, or department head/chair, or confronting 
one or both of the parties involved. Once again, caution must be taken when interpreting 
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these results as the phrases “appropriate actions” and “feel safe” were not operationally 
defined. 
Conversely, those who would not take appropriate actions most frequently stated 
that the sexual contacts were either none of their business or that the behaviors were 
between two consenting adults and therefore, would not pursue any course of action. The 
finding that over half of the respondents would not pursue any action against the two 
parties involved coincides with findings by past researchers that a majority of 
practitioners would do less than what they thought they should do when faced with an 
ethical dilemma (Bernard & Jara, 1986; Bernard et al., 1987; Smith et al., 1991). 
The APA Code of Ethics (APA, 2002, p. 1061) states that membership in APA 
“commits members and student affiliates to comply with the standards of the APA Ethics 
Code and to the rules and procedures used to enforce them.” It goes further to state in 
Standards 1.04 and 1.05 that if a member is aware of an unethical behavior, or is unsure if 
it constitutes unethical behavior, then the member attempt to resolve the issue or take 
further appropriate action. Thus, in the current study, over half of the participants would 
be acting in an unethical manner in not taking some type of action to address the sexual 
misconduct.  
Limitations 
An important point to note about the findings of the current study is that 
differences and similarities in results with past studies may rely a great deal upon the 
methodologies employed by the researchers. For example, the population sampled, the 
type of instrument used to collect the data, the length, clarity, etc. of the instrument, and 
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so forth can collect and compare different data. Thus, it is difficult to make a direct 
comparison.  
Other issues may also be evident by the results. For example, perhaps the finding 
that fewer than expected students experienced a sexual advance from a psychology 
educator is due to stricter penalties for such actions. It could also be that there are more 
concrete definitions of what constitutes a sexual advance and harassment and so now 
fewer psychology educators are engaging in such activities. Or, perhaps academia is 
doing a better job educating students about the seriousness and ethical implications of 
such behaviors and thus, upon graduation, fewer psychology educators are engaging in 
the behavior. 
While these may be plausible explanations, there are other factors to consider as 
well. For example, the truthfulness of any self-report survey must always be questioned. 
Researchers might wish they could count on truthful and accurate responses from 
participants, we must remind ourselves that respondents can lie, exaggerate, forget, and 
so forth. This is particularly true with such a sensitive topic such as sexual contacts and 
advances among current students and psychology educators. One must wonder if such 
low numbers in this study are an accurate portrayal of the incidence of such behaviors or 
if the data are skewed because of the negative consequences that may be feared by 
disclosing such information.  
It may be that students in the current study were more reluctant than the 
respondents in previous studies (who already had graduated from their programs and 
were answering in retrospect) to admit any sexual contacts or advances for the same 
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reasons they would not take appropriate actions if they knew of such behaviors occurring 
in their program. These included reasons such as not wanting to be seen as a 
whistleblower, fearing for their safety and confidentiality of their disclosure, and fear of 
the stigma and other reprisals, including termination from their program. Perhaps many 
of the non-respondents failed to complete and return the survey because they feared 
committing “career suicide.” 
Past researchers have surveyed professionals who were sometimes 20 or more 
years past their formal education. Thus, those studies relied heavily upon memories that 
may have been very old and unclear. The current researcher attempted to minimize the 
error that may occur because of relying upon old memories by surveying current 
psychology students. However, it is still quite possible that the memories of the students 
who participated in the study relied upon old, unclear memories or that their memories 
have been affected by their experiences.  
Other limitations of the study include that the researcher used a self-report survey. 
These types of surveys rely upon the honesty of the participants who are completing the 
instruments and thus, there is no way to authenticate the responses. Nonresponse error 
may also be a factor in this study. With only a 48% response rate, it is impossible to 
extrapolate the findings to the 52% of the participants who chose not to respond to the 
survey instrument. Since the study was designed in a way to guarantee the anonymity of 
the respondents, the only way to have tried to contact the nonrespondents would have 
been to send out the packet or reminder letter to the entire sample again. This was too 
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costly. Thus, the findings from this study must be viewed with caution as they cannot be 
generalized to the entire population of current APAGS members. 
Additionally, the researcher made several attempts to reduce measurement error. 
The researcher consulted with psychology faculty and students on several occasions and 
implemented a small pilot study to help identify any potential problems with the survey 
instrument. However, even with those steps, there is no guarantee that some measurement 
error did not occur. 
Although past studies have found that some participants do not prefer forced 
choice responses on survey instruments (Bowman et al., 1995), the current survey 
instrument did include several forced choice responses. This may have forced the 
respondents to answer in a way that may not have been totally accurate as there may have 
been grey areas to a response. Finally, although some of the terms used in the survey 
instrument were operationally defined, several were not. Due to the vagueness of some of 
the terms, their meanings may have been different from one respondent to another.  
Conclusion and Recommendations 
The current study is an investigation into the occurrence of sexual contacts and 
advances between current psychology student APAGS members and psychology 
educators. It adds to the existing literature of the frequency, impact, and perceptions of 
such behaviors in the field of psychology. The study adds new knowledge to the field 
because the population investigated differs from the previous studies on the topic.  
 Among the notable findings of the study is that 2% of the respondents have 
engaged in a sexual contact with a psychology educator, and another 8.5% have 
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experienced a sexual advance from a psychology educator. These numbers may at first 
appear to be very low and may not seem like a major problem in psychology. However, 
when one considers the impact of such behaviors their occurrence becomes much more 
problematic. Not only are the individuals involved in the behaviors impacted, but with 
the ever longer arm of today’s media, the programs, departments, and everyone in the 
field of psychology can be affected in some manner. The finding that almost 13% of the 
respondents would still engage in a sexual contact with one of their psychology educators 
if they knew no one would find out is also troubling. This tells us that even though the 
behavior is banned by APA that some trainees would still consider engaging in the 
behaviors.  
 Equally alarming is the finding that over half of the respondents said they would 
not feel safe in pursuing appropriate actions if they were aware of sexual contacts 
between students and psychology educators occurring within their departments or 
programs. Although some of the respondents said they would not take action because 
they didn’t believe it was any of their business or that the behaviors were between two 
consenting adults (and therefore, not unethical), many of the respondents said that they 
feared their identity would become known and they would face negative or punitive 
repercussions. This finding shows that many programs and departments, and perhaps 
even university’s and the profession in general, has yet to provide a safe, learning 
environment conducive to the enhancement of the education that the field’s trainees 
deserve and expect.  
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 This finding also underscores the importance of not only teaching what is ethical 
and unethical behavior in our field, but also why it is important to do something about 
unethical behaviors if one becomes aware of them occurring. However, one can hardly 
blame the students for not taking action, as they still have to continue their education in 
the program, still have to see those individuals involved, and still need to graduate. With 
the fears that the student’s confidentiality/anonymity would not be maintained, it is clear 
why many students would choose not to become involved. 
 One of the recommendations then would be to educate students and faculty on the 
dangers and pitfalls of becoming sexually involved with each other. Although students 
must take responsibility for their beliefs, values, and actions, faculty also must establish 
clear boundaries and model appropriate behaviors. Faculty and administration must be 
sensitive to the knowledge that sexual contacts between students and psychology 
educators may be occurring in their departments and should make every reasonable 
attempt to provide a safe environment for students, faculty, and administration to voice 
concerns. Everyone in our field should pledge to help the profession and those involved 
in such unethical behaviors. 
 Future studies should continue to investigate current students in psychology to 
validate these findings and add to the existing literature. Such studies must be done with 
the utmost care for the confidentiality and anonymity of those involved. Researchers 
should continue to investigate the effectiveness and adequacy of ethics training, 
especially with regard to the ethics code and discussing why something is unethical, the 
consequences and dangers of such behaviors, and how/why to take some type of action. 
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Researchers should also investigate what types of ethics training students and faculty find 
to be more effective than other types and students should be asked to identify what could 
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APPENDIX A 
 






Please participate in this short survey. I know that you are all busy with 
your own studies, but I am a doctoral student collecting data for my 
dissertation and I would greatly appreciate just a few short minutes of your 
time. Please refer to the enclosed cover letter for further information about 
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APPENDIX C 
Guarantees Of Anonymity 
 
1. There are no visible or hidden marks on the survey that could be used to identify you. 
 
2. No identifiable information about your school is being collected.  
 
3. Two research assistants are used to handle the distribution and collection of the survey. 
Both have signed forms pledging their duty to uphold your confidentiality. One research 
assistant affixed the address labels to the envelopes and mailed them to you and the other 
potential participants. A second research assistant will receive the returned surveys, 
remove them from the returned envelope and shred the envelope, and then pass on the 
surveys to the primary investigator. By doing this, neither research assistant has access to 
both the original mailing list and the returned surveys. 
 
4. The primary investigator never has access to the original mailing list or the returned 
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APPENDIX D 
Sexual Contacts and Advances Survey 
 
Directions: Please answer the following questions. A psychology educator is defined as an 
instructor, supervisor, or advisor who is either 1) in a position of evaluative authority over you, or 
2) is not directly in an evaluative position over you but is still a faculty member of the same 
department or program in which you are enrolled. A working relationship is defined as existing 
when the educator is directly serving as your course instructor, supervisor, or advisor. Remember, 
your anonymity is guaranteed. 
Section A 
For the following questions, a sexual advance is defined as any advance, overture, or 
proposition that did NOT lead to sexual contact. 
 
1. Have you ever experienced a sexual advance with a psychology educator while you were a 
student?  
___ Yes    ___ No   If you answer no, please skip to Section B that begins with question #9. 
 
2. What was the primary role of the educator? 
__ Course instructor           __ Academic/research advisor 
__ On-campus supervisor   __ Off-campus supervisor 
 
3. What was the gender of the educator?     ___Male        ___ Female 
         
4. When did the first advance occur? (Check only one)  
___ Before you were in a working relationship with the educator 
___ During a working relationship 
___ After the working relationship  
     
5. Who initiated the advance?  __ The educator   __Me   If you initiated the advance, please skip 
to Section B that begins with question 
#9. 
6. Please indicate how you responded to the advance: 
___ Directly acknowledged the advance and declined        ___ Reciprocated the advance    
___ Indirectly acknowledged the advance and declined      ___ Ignored the advance 
___Other  
Please Explain: _________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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8. Please indicate the outcome of the sexual advance(s) you experienced: (check all that apply). 
__ Strong punitive actions against me __ Mild rewarding actions for me 
__ Mild punitive actions against me __ The educator continued making advances toward me 
__ Strong rewarding actions for me __ The educator stopped making advances toward me 
Please Explain: ________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section B 
For the following questions, sexual contact is defined as sexual intercourse or direct genital 
stimulation. 
 
9. Have you ever had sexual contact with a psychology educator while you were a student?  
___ Yes     ___ No   If you answered no, please skip to Section C that begins on the back side 
with question #15.  
 
10. What was the primary role of the educator? 
__ Course instructor               __ Academic/research advisor  
__ On-campus supervisor       __ Off-campus supervisor 
 
11. What was the gender of the educator?    ___Male        ___ Female 
         
12. When did the sexual contact begin? (Check only one) 
___ Before you were in a working relationship with the educator 
___ During a working relationship with the educator 
___ After the working relationship with the educator     
 
13. Who initiated the first sexual contact?  ___ The educator     ___ Me   
 
14. At the time of the first contact, my involvement was: 
___ Completely coerced     ___ Somewhat coerced   




15. During any of your training, did you have first-hand knowledge of sexual contact occurring 
between a psychology student and a psychology educator?   ___ Yes     ___ No 
 
16. If you knew for certain no one else would ever find out, would you, as a student, engage in 
sexual contact with a psychology educator?    ___ Yes      ___ No 
 
17. I believe sexual contact with an educator before a working relationship has occurred but while 
I am still in the same department, program, or training of the educator is: 
__ Highly inappropriate    __ Somewhat inappropriate 
__ Somewhat appropriate __ Highly appropriate 
 
18. I believe sexual contact with an educator during a working relationship is: 
__ Highly inappropriate    __ Somewhat inappropriate  
__ Somewhat appropriate  __ Highly appropriate 
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19. I believe sexual contact with an educator after a working relationship has occurred but while I 
am still in the same department, program, or training of the educator is: 
__ Highly inappropriate     __ Somewhat inappropriate 
__ Somewhat appropriate   __ Highly appropriate 
 
20. If you were aware of sexual contact/advances occurring between students and educators in 
your department, would you feel safe to pursue appropriate actions?  




21. How many courses devoted to ethics have you completed as a student? ________ 
 
22. How many of the ethics courses you completed were required for your degree? _______ 
 
23. How adequate do you think your ethics training was in addressing sexual attraction, contact, 
advances, and harassment between students and teachers?  
__ Completely adequate   __ Somewhat adequate   
__ Somewhat inadequate  __ Completely inadequate 
 
24. How adequate was your ethics training in providing a model for addressing ethical dilemmas? 
__ Completely adequate   __ Somewhat adequate   




Gender: ____   Age: _____ Marital status: ____________ Ethnicity: ____________________ 
Sexual Orientation: __________________     
What year are you in your training? __________________ 
Is your program APA accredited? __________________ 
What degree are you currently pursuing? (MA, MS, PhD, PsyD, etc.) _____________ 
What is the highest degree you currently hold? (MA, MS, PhD, PsyD, etc.)  ________________  
What is your primary field of study? (School, Clinical, Counseling, etc.) ____________________  
 
Please attach any additional comments about your experiences or this study that you may 
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